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ABSTRACT 
The present study investigated the relation among family relationship, self-
concept, and delinquent behavior. Apart from examining the relationships among these 
variables separately in accordance with the social control theory, the coercion theory, 
the self-derogation theory and the symbolic interaction theory, this study attempted to 
construct an integrated model for the understanding of these relationships. Specifically, 
the study aimed at answering the following questions: (1) How were different aspects 
of family relationship related to adolescent delinquent behavior ? (2) How were 
adolescents' self-concept domains related to their delinquent behavior ？ (3) How were 
these aspects of family relationship related to adolescents' self-concept domains ？ (4) 
How were these aspects of family relationship indirectly related to adolescent 
delinquent behavior as mediated by self-concept domains ？ 
A total of 579 Grade 7 and Grade 9 students, including 318 boys and 261 girls, 
were sampled from four secondary schools in Hong Kong. Data were collected to 
measure four family relationship variables, i.e., parental support, induction, coercion, 
and monitoring; six domains of self-concept, i.e., scholastic competence, social 
acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, behavioral conduct, and global 
self-worth; and self-reported delinquent behavior. Structural equation modeling 
procedures were employed to analyze the data. All the constructs were treated as 
latent variables which were measured by several observed indicators. Confirmatory 
factor analyses were done for the measurement models and the necessary modifications 
were made to improve the structure of the constructs. The relationships among the 
latent variables were then specified in the structural equation model. Based on the 
substantive theories and empirical findings, the relationships among the constructs in 
the initial model were respecified and reestimated to arrive at the final model. 
ii 
The findings in the structural equation model could be summarized as follows: 
(1) Among the various family relationship variables, delinquent behavior was 
negatively related to parental support, positively related to coercion, and did not 
directly related to monitoring. (2) Among the various self-concept domains, delinquent 
behavior was only related to behavioral conduct and social acceptance. Specifically, 
behavioral conduct was negatively related to delinquent behavior whereas social 
acceptance was positively related to delinquent behavior. (3) Regarding the relation 
between family relationship and self-concept, support was positively related to social 
acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, and global self-worth; coercion 
was negatively related to behavioral conduct and global self-worth; monitoring was 
positively related to behavioral conduct but negatively related to athletic competence. 
(4) Family relationship was also found to be indirectly related to delinquent behavior 
mediated through self-concept. 
The findings in the study had several implications : (1) As family relationship 
had significant relation with adolescent self-concept and delinquent behavior, the 
findings revealed that family relationship was a critical factor in adolescent 
development. These relationships also suggested important directions for preventing 
adolescent delinquency. (2) While the study clearly demonstrated the importance of 
using multidimensional measures of family relationship and self-concept variables, it 
also suggested that the instruments should be refined in future studies. (3) The results 
of the study cast some doubts on the direction of the causal relation between self-
concept and delinquent behavior. This problem of causality should be clarified in future 
studies. 
iii 
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LI Background of the study 
1.1.1 Adolescent delinquency in Hong Kong 
Adolescent delinquency has long been recognized as one of the major and 
widespread social problems in the society (Bynum & Thompson, 1992; Short, 1990). In 
the transition from childhood into adulthood, adolescents tend to be more susceptible to 
delinquent influences (Bee, 1984; Erikson, 1968; LaGrange & White, 1985; Rogers & 
Mays, 1987; Sanders, 1976; Thornton & Voigt，1992). 
In Hong Kong, the dramatic upsurge in juvenile crime over the past decade has 
drawn tremendous attention from the community. The official statistics of juvenile 
delinquency (Royal Hong Kong Police Force, 1971-1993) are shown in Table 1.1. The 
number of young offenders (aged 16 to 20) and juvenile offenders (aged 7 to 15) in the 
past few years was indeed very high. Approximately fifteen thousand young offenders and 
juvenile offenders were arrested each year and the number was 30% of the total arrested 
number. When compared with the number in the 70s, the total number of young 
delinquents has increased over 100% and the number of the juvenile offenders has 
increased approximately 400%. The prevalence rate of delinquent youths were also 
reflected from the proportion of delinquent youths to the whole adolescent population. 
Table 1.2 summarizes on the basis of official statistics the most frequently committed 
delinquent acts among Hong Kong adolescents. These frequently committed delinquent 
behaviors are theft, robbery, serious assault, fighting, criminal damage, possession of 
offensive weapon, and drug possession. 
The studies using self-reported delinquency measure revealed more shocking 
figures than the official reports. Using the sample of outreaching social work potential 
clients, Ngai's (1993) recent study found that 73.2% of the sample had involved in 
delinquent behavior for one or more times and 33.9% of them had involved in one or more 
serious crimes. These high prevalence rates of delinquent acts have raised the alarm of 
youth problems in the community. 
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Table 1.1 
Number of adolescent delinquents arrested in 70s to 90s in Hong Kong 
No. of juvenile % of No. of young % of Total no. of 
offenders population offenders population adolescent 
Year (7- 15) (7-15) (16 - 20) (16-20) delinquents 
1971 r ^ Tmc 1.10% 
1976 1,567 .18% 5,123 1.01% 66,90 
1981 3,545 .45% 6,451 1.10% 9,996 
1986 2,597 .34% 6,451 1.39% 9,049 
1991 7,044 .95% 8,165 1.99% 15,209 
1992 6,533 .87%* 7,656 1.83%* 14,189 
1993 6,644 .90%* 8,733 2.13%* 15,377 
Note. Sources are derived from Royal Hong Kong Police Force Review, 1971, 1976, 
1981; 1986, 1991, 1992, 1993; Hong Kong Census, 1971; 1981; 1991; Hong Kong By-
census, 1976,1986; Hong Kong Annual Digest of Statistics ’ 1993. 
* estimated percentage 
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Table 1.2 
The 10 most frequently committed delinquent acts among Hong Kong adolescents in 
1993 
Number of Number of 
juvenile young 
offenders offenders 
Crime (7-15) (16 - 20) 
Shop theft ^ 
Other miscellaneous theft 1,141 844 
Other robberies 753 848 
Serious assault 498 697 
Theft from vehicle • 255 356 
Burglary with breaking 242 346 
Disorder/ fighting in public place 122 434 
Criminal damage 193 317 
Possession of D.D 58 410 
Possession of offensive weapon 139 305 
Note. Derived from Royal Hong Kong Police Force Review (1993) 
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LL2 Juvenile delinquency and family relationship in Hong Kong 
The rising trend in juvenile delinquency has aroused tremendous public concern 
starting in the 70s. The problem of juvenile delinquency has continued to be a hot topic of 
discussion in the community. Different work groups were set up and several studies were 
conducted to investigate the causes of upsurge in juvenile delinquency. The findings of 
these studies revealed that family relationship was one of the main causes. 
Family has often been considered as one of the most important socialization agents 
ill shaping child behavior. Furthermore, family provides both emotional and material 
support for children to face challenges in their lives. However, under the rapid social and 
economic changes, families in Hong Kong has been experiencing increasingly difficulties in 
performing their expected functions, such as parental cares and the maintenance of 
interpersonal ties. On the one hand, a survey study (Chan, 1989) showed that adolescents' 
emotional attachment and reliance on their parents were stronger than their dependence on 
teachers, friends, and media. Nearly 90% of the adolescents considered a happy family as 
being very important to them. On the other hand, findings of other survey studies revealed 
serious family crisis in Hong Kong. It was surprising to find that most of the adolescents 
spent very few times with their parents, rarely had intimate communications with their 
parents, felt that their parents did not understand them, and were reared by inept parenting 
practices (BGCA, 1994; FPAHK, 1983; HKCSS, 1982; YSA, 1991). 
The problems in family relationship were found to be significantly related to 
adolescent delinquency. Studies conducted in Hong Kong consistently showed that 
problem youths had more negative family relationship than nonproblem youths (Lau & 
Leung, 1992; Law, 1986; Leung & Lau，1989; Mok, 1985; Ng, 1975; 1980; Wong, 1992). 
In particular, adolescent delinquents were more likely to come from broken family or have 
conflict with their parents (Law, 1986; Mok, 1985), have little communication with their 
parents (Chow et al , 1987; Law, 1986; Mok, 1985; Ng, 1975; 1980), have little 
involvement in family activities (Chow et al., 1987), and have little parental supervision, 
support, or adequate parenting (Che, 1992; Ng, 1975; 1980). In addition, poor family 
relationship also indirectly influenced adolescent delinquency through the effect of 
delinquent peer associations (Mok, 1985; Ngai, 1993). The survey in triad problem 
revealed that triads were becoming a substitute family for many frustrated teenagers 
because of poor family control and lack of family warmth. Many delinquent youths 
claimed that they could find more satisfaction outside their homes and they could identify 
themselves more in a group by joining the triads. 
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12 The purpose of the study 
The main purpose of the study was to investigate the delinquency problem among 
Hong Kong adolescents, to explore the factors related to adolescent delinquent behavior, 
and to suggest appropriate intervention and prevention. Specifically, the study mainly 
focused on two critical factors of delinquent behavior, family relationship and self-
concept. 
As noted in the preceding section, family relationship has been suggested as one of 
the important factors of adolescent delinquency in Hong Kong. The relation between 
family relationship and delinquent behavior has long been studied in delinquency theories. 
There are mainly two theories in this area : social control theory and coercion theory. 
Social control theory (Hirschi, 1969) has posited that adolescents' attachment to their 
parents can serve as social control and only when adolescents have poor family 
relationship will they be free to engage in delinquent acts. Coercion theory (Patterson, 
1982; 1986), on the other hand, has proposed that inept parenting practices resulted in 
child coercive behavior and then the coercive child will be more likely to commit 
delinquent acts after being associated with delinquent peers. Based on these theories, the 
present study constructed a set of family relationship variables and aimed at investigating 
what and how aspects of family relationship were related to adolescent delinquent 
behavior. 
While family relationship was a relatively external (or social) factor of delinquent 
behavior, the study also proposed self-concept, an internal factor, as another critical factor 
in the study of adolescent delinquency. The relation between self-concept and delinquent 
behavior was mainly based on self-derogation theory (Kaplan, 1975; 1980; 1982). It has 
posited that while an individual experiences self-rejection in the normative groups, he/she 
will lose motivation to conform to the normative expectations of these groups and will be 
more likely to commit delinquent acts in a hope to enhance his/her self-esteem. In the 
present study, a multidimensional measure of the self-concept variable was employed and 
the relationships between various self-concept domains and delinquent behavior were 
carefully explored. 
" Moreover’ although social control theory, coercion theory, and self-derogation 
theory have explained delinquent behavior in different theoretical approaches, the study 
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suggested that these theories might also complement each others. Therefore, one purpose 
of the study was to construct an integrated model on the basis of which a more 
comprehensive investigation on how delinquent behavior was related to family relationship 
and self-concept could be conducted. While the above three theories have been mainly 
concerned with the problem of delinquency, the work of symbolic interaction theory has 
provided a logical link for family relationship and self-concept. From the view of symbolic 
interactionists (Cooley, 1902; Gecas et al.，1974; Mead, 1934; Peterson & Rollins, 1987; 
Rollins & Thomas, 1979)，one's self-concept is mainly derived form others' evaluations 
and behaviors. In particular, adolescent's self-concept has been found to be significantly 
influenced by their parents. By integrating the four theories, the study attempted to 
investigate whether family relationship would affect adolescents' self-concept and 
adolescents' self-concept would, in turn, affect their delinquent behavior. 
In sum, the study aimed at investigating the relation among family relationship, 
self-concept, and delinquent behavior. The principal questions of the study were : (1) How 
were various aspects of family relationship related to adolescent delinquent behavior ？ (2) 
How were adolescents' various self-concept domains related to their delinquent behavior ? 
(3) How were various aspects of family relationship related to adolescents' various self-
concept domains ？ (4) Besides the direct relationships, how were various aspects of family 
relationship indirectly related to adolescent delinquent behavior mediated through self-
concept ？ 
13 The significance of the study 
First, the study has theoretical importance on the study of adolescent delinquency. 
Since social control theory, coercion theory, and self-derogation theory have been 
generally supported to be effective in explaining adolescent delinquency in the West, the 
present study attempted to apply them in studying the problem of adolescent delinquency 
in Hong Kong. The findings in the study might provide cross-cultural validation for these 
theories. Moreover, focusing on the challenges on each of the theories, all the constructs 
in this study were clearly redefined and carefully constructed. Regarding the family 
relationship construct, since the measures of family relationship variables in most of the 
previous studies were not theoretically derived, the present study attempted to construct a 
set of family relationship variables in accordance with symbolic interaction theory. 
Regarding the self-concept variables, as many studies of self-derogation theory revealed 
inconsistent findings on the relation between global self-concept and delinquent behavior, 
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the present study employed a multidimensional measure of self-concept and examined 
different relation between various self-concept domains and delinquent behavior. 
Furthermore, the present study also proposed to integrate the four different 
theories. This approach has not been investigated before. Since each of the theories has 
provided a logical link among family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior, 
the integrated model might be theoretically justified. In addition, the integrated model in 
this study could also provide a more comprehensive understanding for adolescent 
delinquency. Since the model included both internal and external factors of adolescent 
delinquent behavior, it allowed investigation on both direct and indirect relation between 
family relationship and adolescent delinquent behavior as well as comparison on the 
relation between family relationship and delinquent behavior and the relation between self-
concept and delinquent behavior. 
For the methodological concern, the present study employed the technique of 
structural equation modeling (SEM) to analyze the data. SEM is advantageous when 
compared with the conventional analytic methods. Since SEM takes into account 
measurement errors in the measurement model, it can provide a more adequate basis for 
estimation. Moreover, SEM can examine the relation among many independent variables 
and dependent variables simultaneously, which can provide a more global investigation 
among the variables (Bollen & Long, 1989; Joreskog 8c Sorbom, 1988). Therefore, using 
SEM, the study could examine the complicated relation among various aspects of family 
relationship, various self-concept domains, and delinquent behavior. The results of the 
study might reveal more significant findings on adolescent delinquency than studies using 
conventional analytic methods, such as correlation or regression analyses. 
In practice, the upsurge in juvenile delinquency in Hong Kong has been an 
important social problem. It is a social concern for policy makers, social workers, 
teachers, and parents. While many previous studies in Hong Kong were descriptive in 
nature and lacking of theoretical base, the study aimed at conducting a more theoretical 
and comprehensive investigation of the adolescent delinquency problem in Hong Kong. 
The findings of this study would be useful for understanding what and how aspects of 
family relationship and adolescent self-concept are related to adolescent delinquency. It 
might provide significant suggestions and directions for preventing adolescent delinquency 




2.7 Adolescent delinquent behavior 
2.1.1 Definition of delinquent behavior 
Although juvenile delinquency has long been recognized as a serious social 
problem in the society, it is difficult to give an adequate definition for delinquent behavior. 
Legally speaking, juvenile delinquency is defined as acts committed by youths that violate 
the penal code of the government with authority over the area in which the act occurred 
(Bartollas, 1993; Kaplan, 1984). In addition, juvenile delinquent behavior usually refers 
specifically to age-related violations of law. The most common age range in different 
countries is from 10 or 12 to 18 (Thornton & Voigt, 1992). According to the Hong Kong 
Government's statistics of delinquency, the official age range for juvenile offenders is from 
7 to 15 and for young offenders, 16 to 20. 
However, the legal definition of juvenile delinquent behavior has certain 
limitations. Since the specific behaviors prohibited in the panel code are defined by the 
individual country, the legal definition of delinquency varies from country to country. Due 
to this problem, some researchers have simply defined delinquency as any acts which may 
be brought before court and cause the offenders to be adjudicated (Tappan, 1949). 
However, simply using the legal definition will exclude many delinquent behaviors. In fact, 
there are a lot of youngsters who have committed one or more delinquent behaviors while 
the behaviors never come to the attention of any authorities. In addition, many less serious 
forms of delinquency occur almost universally among adolescents but most of the 
behaviors are not identified as officially delinquent behaviors in a legal sense. Most of the 
behaviors identified as juvenile delinquency, such as truancy and runaway behavior, are 
not criminal acts and are forbidden only to children (Short, 1990). 
Therefore, a nonlegal definition for delinquent behavior may be necessary and 
sometimes even better than the legal one to include more delinquent behaviors that are 
either not detected by authorities or in less serious forms. Besides legal definition, 
delinquent behavior can be defined as behavior that violates the norms (standards of 
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proper behavior) set by the controlling group (Kratcoski & Kratcoski, 1990). This 
definition is similar to the legal one but avoids excluding those delinquent behaviors which 
are not detected. As Morris and Hawkins (1960) stated : 
"Juvenile delinquency is not a simple term. It means different things to 
different individuals, and it means different things to different groups. It has 
meant different things in the same group at different times ... In popular 
usage, the term juvenile delinquency is used to describe a large number of 
disapproved behavior of children and youth." (pp. 146) 
Although the definition of juvenile delinquency can refer to different things in different 
times, places，and groups, it has been consistently viewed as socially disapproved and 
norm violating behavior in a broad sense. 
2.7.2 Measuring delinquent behavior 
In general, measures of crime and delinquency can be in three different forms : 
official records, victimization surveys, and self-report studies. The advantages and 
limitations of these measures were discussed in the following. 
1. Official records 
Data in official records are drawn from law enforcement agencies, the courts, or 
correctional departments. It is one of the most commonly used measure of delinquency 
and has long been used by social scientists and policy makers as the base for social 
research and policy making. 
However, there is an intrinsic and probably insoluble problem associated with the 
use of data based on arrests. The problem is that many crimes are never discovered and 
that many discovered crimes are not reported. It may be due to the deficiency of the 
government agencies and many offenders are able to keep their illegal misconduct hidden. 
Moreover, some offenses are more likely to be discovered than others and many persons 
also fail to report acts of crime. The problem of underreport is particularly serious in 
juvenile delinquency. Most of the status offenses and less serious instances of juvenile 
delinquency never become a matter of public record or concern. Most of the juveniles only 
receive informal warnings, censures, or punishments for their nonconforming behaviors 
from parents, teachers, or law enforcement officers. As a result, the data from official 
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records are not a representative sample of those who committed crimes but rather 
represent those who are most likely to be caught or accused of committing crimes (Bynem 
& Thompson, 1989; Kaplan, 1984; Rogers & Mays, 1987; Thornton & Voigt, 1992). 
2. Victimization surveys 
A second source of delinquency information is surveys of the population to 
determine who are victims of delinquent acts. In such surveys, representative samples of 
citizens in major cities are asked to report the crimes committed against them during the 
preceding year. These studies focus on victims and their recollections of the crimes, the 
circumstances, and the offenders. 
Victimization surveys have the advantage over arrest and court statistics in 
offering an avenue through which to explore and estimate the extent of unreported crimes 
(Bynum & Thompson, 1989). In these studies, personal crimes, especially rape, robbery, 
and personal larceny are found underreported in official records. However, the 
victimization data have also been challenged. The major limitation is that the victims are 
the only source of information. Their perceptions on offenders are made after the crimes 
have been committed and the judgment, therefore, may be faulty and distorted. Moreover, 
victims have personal contact with offenders only in several forms of crimes and, thus, a 
majority of crimes against persons and property, such as murders, kidnapping, drug use, 
gambling, and prostitution, are excluded (Bynum & Thompson, 1989; Kaplan, 1984; 
Thornton & Voigt，1992). 
3. Self-report studies 
An important source of delinquency information of explanatory value in 
accounting for delinquent behavior is self-report studies. That is, individuals are 
questioned whether they have performed varieties of delinquent acts and about 
circumstances that are thought to be relevant to the explanation of the act or of its 
consequences. This approach is most widely used and designed to reveal and measure 
undetected and unreported instances of juvenile delinquency. 
‘ Self-report studies are advantageous to solve the problem of underreport in official 
statistics. These studies clearly showed that an extremely large amount of juvenile crime 
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was never officially recorded (Ngai, 1993; Thornton & Voigt, 1992). On the other hand, 
critics of self-reports mainly question the honesty of respondents. Some adolescents may 
falsify their answers to make themselves "look good" by denying that they have committed 
delinquent acts whereas others may exaggerate their actual delinquent acts. Thus, 
anonymous questionnaires should be used to avoid this problem (Bynum & Thompson, 
1989). Another problem with self-reports is that serious offenses are usually not included 
in the inventories. In addition, many self-report studies might just sum up the reported 
number of incidents and obtain a total delinquency score without weighting items 
according to their seriousness. Since nonserious offenses tend to be high-frequency 
offenses and serious offenses tend to be low-frequency offenses, a scale with an excessive 
number of nonserious offenses can be very misleading. Therefore, the use of a wide range 
of delinquency scales categorized by serious or nonserious level is needed in self-report 
studies (Bynum & Thompson, 1989 Elliot & Ageton, 1980; Farrington, 1973; Hindelang 
et al.，1975; Nettler, 1974). 
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2,2 Family relationship and delinquent behavior 
In searching for the causation of adolescent delinquency, one of the focuses has 
been on the family relationship of adolescents. Researchers have frequently viewed parents 
as the principal causal agents in their child's behavioral, emotional, personality, and 
cognitive development (Holden & Edwards, 1989). In particular, parents have been 
generally recognized to be the protagonists and family to be the primary arena for 
socialization (Gove & Crutchfield，1982; Maccoby, 1984). Since parents and family are so 
important in the development of adolescents, they have also played a crucial role in the 
study of adolescent delinquency (Gibbons & Krohn, 1991; Laub & Sampson, 1988; 
Shoemaker, 1990). Some researchers have even suggested that family influences are the 
most important determining predictor of delinquent behavior (Loeber & Dishion, 1983). 
Among different delinquency theories, social control theory and coercion theory 
have specially emphasized on the relation between family relationship and adolescent 
delinquent behavior. These two theories were discussed in the following sections. 
2,2,1 Social control theory 
1. Basic concepts of social control theory 
Social control theory is one of the most important delinquent theories. The theory 
has systematically illustrated and empirically investigated the relation between family 
influences and adolescent delinquency. Its basic concept is that the relation between an 
individual and conventional institutions or social groups can serve as a sense of social 
control that restrains an individual deviating from the conventional norms. One of the 
crucial elements that constitutes social control is the attachment to parents. 
The concept of "social control" can be traced back to Emile Durkheim's theory of 
social integration and social regulation (Gibbons & Krohn, 1991). Social integration refers 
to the degree to which individuals and groups are attached to the society and social 
institutions. Social regulation refers to the norms provided by the society that regulates 
people's behavior. The two concepts are intertwined. The more an individual respects 
social regulation, the higher chance he/she will have stronger social integration. The more 
an'individual is attached to the society, the higher probability that he/she will conform to 
the norms of the society. 
12 
Following the concept of social control, the main stream of social control theory 
has focused on how the bonding of specific institutions and groups restrain an individual 
deviating from the norms. Family is one of the important social institutions that has been 
emphasized in social control theory. For example, one important control factor proposed 
by Nye (1958) is the indirect control exerted by the unwillingness to hurt or go against the 
wishes of parents or other significant individuals whom a child identifies. In addition, 
through the socialization process, parents can also help a child to develop his/her sense of 
right or wrong, which has been viewed as a form of internalized control by Nye. Likewise, 
Reiss (1951) has viewed family as one of the important institutions of social control that 
makes the norms effective. By providing nondeviant social roles and employing 
appropriate techniques to control the child's behavior, parents exercise social control over 
the child, which also in turn enhance the child's personal control. 
Among the social control theorists, Hirschi (1969) has systematically built up the 
theoretical and empirical foundation for many studies. Hirschi has contended that the 
probability of an individual to commit delinquent acts will be higher when his/her bond to 
the society is weaken or broken. Contrary to most other delinquent theories, Hirschi has 
not focused on the motivation of committing delinquent behavior. He has argued that 
since deviant acts provide immediately gratification of desires and are frequently 
pleasurable and profitable, many people are motivated to commit it. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to study the origin and distribution of deviant motives. In contrast, what has to 
be studied are the factors constraining or controlling most people in most of the time from 
acting out the desirable deviant motives. As Hirschi has pointed out, the question “ why 
do they do it?" is not the question the theory aimed to answer. Instead, the critical 
question is, ” why don't we do it ？” 
To answer the above question, Hirschi has proposed the concept of social bonding. 
Once an individual bonds to the conventional groups or institutions, the bonding serves as 
an effective social control that restrains him/her from deviating from the conventional 
norms. When the bonding is weakened or broken, an individual is free to do any 
delinquent behavior. In this theory, since social control is based on an individual's bonding 
to the conventional groups, it is also named social bonding theory. 
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2. Attachment to parents and delinquent behavior 
"Attachment" is one of the four elements that Hirschi (1969) has identified to 
constitute the social control of an individual. It refers to the emotional ties of an individual 
to conventional persons. Since the norms of the society are by definition shared by the 
majority members of the society, to violate the norms is to act contrary to the wishes of 
many other people. One who cares about the wishes of other people will be afraid to 
jeopardize his/her social relationship if he/she breaks the social rules. The other three 
elements of social control are commitment to conventional activities, involvement in 
conventional activities, and belief in conventional rules. 
In Hirschi's theory, adolescents are mainly attached to three important 
conventional groups, i.e. parents, school and peers, that influence their behavior. In other 
words, an adolescent's behavior is constrained by their relationship with these conventional 
groups. Among these three groups, parents are the most important. Many family factors, 
such as relationship, socialization, and internalization of norms, will significantly affect the 
development of a child, especially at the beginning of years. These effects may also affect 
the rest of his/her life. Social bonding theory has posited that the stronger an individual 
bonds to his/her family, the more likely he/she cares about his/her family relationship and 
internalizes the norms which are held by the family members. Thus, the attachment to the 
family presumably works against the commission of delinquent acts. 
Although Hirschi has not given a precise definition for the term "attachment to 
parents", he has described it as "the bond of affection for parents" in his first book, Causes 
of Delinquency (Hirschi, 1969)，indicating that attachment to parents is mainly constituted 
by close and affective relationship between parents and child. This conceptualization of 
attachment to parents has also been suggested by other researchers of social control 
theory (Gandners & Shoemaker，1989; Goe, Napier, & Bachtel, 1985; Hagan, 1986; 
Marcos, Bahr, & Johnson, 19X6; Sampson & Laub, 1993). According to Hirschi, there are 
four elements of bond to the parents; time spent with parents, supervision by the parents, 
affectionate identification, and intimacy of communication between parents and children. 
These factors are interrelated. Similarly, other researchers of social control theory have 
also suggested that attachment is a multidimensional construct, which consists of various 
aspects of family relationship (Cernkovich & Giodano，1987; Gardener & Shoemaker, 
1989; Junger-Tas, 1992; Krohn, Thornberry, & Jang，1992; Liska & Reed, 1985; Ng, 
1980; Thornberry, 1987; Wells & Rankin，1988; Li, 1986). Beside the four elements 
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suggested by Hirschi, various aspects of family relationship have also been proposed to 
measure the attachment construct, such as parental support, acceptance, and discipline. 
3. Self-control and family relationship . 
While Hirschi's original formulation of social control theory (Hirschi, 1969) has 
emphasized the importance of social control (or external control )，he has supplemented 
his classical social control theory (or external control) by adding the idea of self-control 
(Hirschi, 1983; 1991; Gottfredson & Hirschi，1990). He proposed that people with high 
self-control tend to defer the immediate gratification provided by delinquent behavior 
while people with low self-control are more likely to seek immediately satisfaction by 
committing delinquent acts. Again, family relationship has been emphasized in developing 
self-control. 
Hirschi has claimed that the major cause of low self-control appears to be 
ineffective child-rearing (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Thus, improving child-rearing 
practices can serve as a prevention of delinquency (Hirschi, 1983). He has proposed four 
elements which are important for improving child-rearing and teaching the child self-
control : ( 1 ) care for the child, (2) monitor the child's behavior, (3) recognize deviant 
behavior or evidence of low self-control when it occurs, and (4) punish the deviant 
behavior. 
As a result, Hirschi has incorporated both social and individual restraints in his 
control theory (not again restricted as "social" control theory). In a recent paper (Hirschi, 
1991)，he has concluded that family may reduce the likelihood of delinquent behavior by : 
(1) socializing its children, by teaching them self-control; (2) by restricting its children's 
activities, by monitoring actual physical surveillance of them, and by knowing their 
whereabouts when they are out of sight; (3) by commanding the love, respect, or 
dependence of its members. It is obvious that (1) is related to self-control whereas (2) and 
(3) are related to social control. While the affective aspects of family relationship have 
been emphasized more on the concept of social control, the parenting practices have been 
emphasized more on the concept of self-concept. Nevertheless, in the view of both social 
control or self-control, family relationship are suggested to be important to control 
adolescent behavior, especially delinquent behavior. 
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4. Empirical studies of social control theory 
The negative relation between family relationship and adolescent delinquent 
behavior was generally supported iii empirical studies. In particular, summarizing the 
results from different studies in social control theory, there were four important findings. 
First, among the four bonding factors in social control theory, attachment was 
found to be the most important one. Some empirical studies, including Hirschi's original 
study, suggested that attachment had the strongest effect on adolescent delinquent 
behavior when compared with the other three bonding elements (Gardner & Shoemaker, 
1989; Johnson, 1984; Wiatrowski, Griswold，& Roberts, 1981; Krohn and Massey, 1980). 
Second, the findings revealed that attachment had both direct and indirect effects 
on adolescent delinquency mediated through the other three factors. Feshee and Bauman 
(1994) proposed that there were two different processes by which attachment to parents 
might influence adolescent delinquent behavior. One was the direct effect model in which 
four bonding factors had their direct effects on adolescent delinquent behavior. The other 
was the mediation model. In the mediation model, attachment to parents was specified as 
causally prior to commitment (combined with involvement) to conventional activities and 
belief in norms. Then, commitment and belief, in turn, influenced behavior. They argued 
that if adolescents cared about and respected their parents, they would believe in and 
follow their rules and involve in activities that were valued by their parents. Both models 
were supported in their study and the mediation model was found to be more valid than 
the direct effect model. Similar findings were also obtained in other studies of social 
control theory (Marcos et al., 1986; Massey & Krohn, 1986; Reiss, 1951; Sokol-Katz, 
1993; Thornberry, 1987; Wiatrowski et al., 1981). 
Third, the studies conducted in Taiwan and Hong Kong provided strong evidence 
for the cross-cultural validity of social control theory. The findings supported that good 
family relationship was negatively related to adolescent delinquent behavior (Li, 1986; Ma, 
Shek，Cheung, & Lau，1994; Ng, 1975; 1980; Zhia, 1989). In addition, the two studies 
conducted in Taiwan (Li, 1986; Zhia, 1989) found stronger relation between family 
relationship and delinquent behavior than Western studies. Li (1986) suggested that the 
greater explanatory power of her study might be due to cultural factors. She argued that 
the emphasis on social relations in traditional Chinese culture facilitated the role of family 
relationship in constraining adolescent delinquent behavior. 
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Fourth, some of the studies suggested that attachment to parents was causally 
prior to adolescent delinquent behavior as proposed in the theory (Junger-Tas, 1992; 
Li ska & Reed, 1985; Simons, Robertson, & Downs, 1989). Liska and Reed (1985) argued 
that it was because attachment between parents and their children was stronger and less 
conditional on the behavior of either party and most deviant behavior was committed in 
social context (streets and school) that was out of the views of parents. 
2,2.2 Coercion theory 
1 Basic concepts of coercion theory 
Patterson and his colleagues (Larzelere & Patterson, 1990; Patterson, 1982; 1986; 
Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & DisMon, 1992; Patterson & 
Dishion, 1989; Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber，1984; Snyder & Patterson，1987) have 
applied social learning theory in explaining how family interaction process influences 
adolescent delinquency. He has labeled his coercion theory as a second-generation 
extension of social learning theory. Following the ideas of modeling, reinforcement and 
punishment which are derived from social learning theory (Bandura, 1967; 1977; Skinner, 
1938), coercion theory has emphasized that family and peer group will provide both 
positive and negative contingencies and modeling that initiate and maintain the 
performance of both prosocial and delinquent child behaviors. In this approach, the 
behavioral and disciplinary aspects of family relationship, which provide reinforcement and 
modeling for child behavior, have especially emphasized as primary antecedents of 
adolescent delinquent behavior. 
In coercion theory, delinquent behavior are the outcomes of an extended process 
characterized by two general stages (see Fig. 2.1). In the first stage, usually beginning 
during preadolescence, the root of delinquency is developed in the family context. An 
adolescent's antisocial symptoms are initiated as a result of inept family socialization 
practices. Patterson has described this family disruption as coercive family process that 
family member directly train each other to be coercive during family interaction. Aversive 
behavior forms an interactive chain in the family. It resulted in high frequencies of 
antisocial behavior and poor interpersonal and working skills of the child (Larzelere & 
Patterson, 1990; Patterson, 1982; 1986; Patterson et al., 1989; 1992). 
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Family contribution to delinquent behavior : a developmental sequence 
Note. Derived from Snyder & Patterson, 1987. 
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As illustrated in Fig. 2.2，the coercive family process is a vicious cycle. The 
process generates from inept parenting skills. Poor skilled parents fail to use positive 
reinforcements to encourage their child's prosocial behavior and fail to provide effective 
punishment for transgressions. They sometimes even inadvertently reinforce the child's 
antisocial behavior. Thus, the effects of inept parenting practices during daily interaction 
with family members reinforce the coercive child behavior. The coercive behavior leads to 
"escape-conditioning" contingencies in which the child uses aversive behavior to terminate 
aversive intrusions by other family members. Then, the child and other family members 
gradually escalate the intensity of their coercive behavior and resulted in high amplitude 
behavior, such as hitting and physical attacks. Each family member trains each other to 
become increasingly aversive. The child may eventually learn to control other family 
members through coercive means. As other family members acquire the same skills, 
coercive chains become longer. 
In the second stage, during adolescence, given that the children from an inept 
parenting family is antisocial and lacks social skills, they are placed at risk for rejection by 
conventional peers and school failure. 
Coercive children tend to employ coercive strategies in their interaction with peers. 
They are also deficient in a number of social-cognitive skills, including peer group entry, 
perception of peer group norms, response to provocation, and interpretation of prosocial 
interactions. Moreover, coercive children also show poor academic achievement. One 
explanation for this phenomenon is that the children's noncompliance and undercontrolled 
behaviors directly impede learning. They are also deficient in academic survival skills, such 
as attending, remaining in seats, answering questions, and completing homework 
assignments (Patterson et al.，1989). 
The combining effects of antisocial symptoms, peer rejection, school failure and 
inept parenting then lead the coercive child to delinquent peer association and eventually 
to delinquent behavior. Delinquent peer group serves as a facilitative factor for delinquent 
behavior by supplying attitudes, motivations, and rationalizations to support antisocial 
behavior as well as providing opportunities to engage in specific delinquent acts. In terms 
of social learning theory, an adolescent learns delinquent behavior by modeling his/her 
peers and receiving positive reinforcement for delinquent acts from them. 
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2. Empirical studies of coercion theory 
All the empirical studies conducted in coercion theory supported Patterson's 
proposition that inept parenting was a primary antecedent of adolescent delinquent 
behavior. Family relationship was found to have both direct and indirect effects on 
adolescent delinquent behavior. 
On the one hand, in the developmental model of Patterson, family relationship 
always indirectly affects adolescent delinquency through two factors : coercive 
interpersonal style and delinquent peer association. This postulate was supported by 
empirical studies. Research findings showed that deficient interpersonal skill was a result 
of coercive family process and it led to delinquent peer association. Then the deficient 
interpersonal skill and delinquent peer association directly affected adolescent delinquent 
behavior (Simons & Robertson，1989; Simons et al , 1991; 1994). 
On the other hand, although family relationship was often hypothesized as an initial 
factor that only indirectly affected delinquent behavior, some empirical studies indicated 
that family relationship factors did have direct effect on delinquent behavior. In these 
studies, the findings showed that family relationship variables continued to significantly 
affect adolescent delinquent behavior after the interpersonal skills and delinquent peer 
association variables introduced in the model (Larzelere & Patterson，1990; Patterson & 
Dishion, 1985; Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber，1992). 
223 Summary 
In sum, social control theory and coercion theory have provided different 
theoretical approaches to understand the relation between family relationship and 
adolescent delinquent behavior. While social control theory has mainly focused on the role 
of warm family relationship in constraining adolescent delinquent behavior, coercion 
theory has mainly focused on the role of coercive family relationship in providing 
reinforcements and modeling for adolescent delinquent behavior. The empirical studies of 
both theories supported that family relationship had negative relation with adolescent 
delinquent behavior. Hence, the two theories can complement each other to form a more 




2.3.1 Definition and conceptualization of self-concept 
Although self-concept has been frequently studied in many researches, a review of 
the literature revealed no clear, concise, and universally accepted operational definition of 
self-concept (Bynre，1984). Different definitions of self-concept have reflected different 
emphases of researchers. Bums (1982) has posited that three essential ingredients are 
generally contained in most of the definitions : (1) a belief or self-image which refers to 
what the person perceives when he/she looks at himself; (2) an emotional and evaluative 
connotation around that belief; and (3) a consequent likelihood of response or behavior in 
a particular way. 
L "Belief" aspect of self-concept 
The "belief" aspect of self-concept has been commonly appeared in most of the 
definitions. In general, self-concept has been defined as an individual's perception of 
himself/herself (Felker 1974; Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976). According to Bynre 
(1984), self-concept is one's perception of oneself in general term. Specifically, it is one's 
attitudes, feelings, and knowledge about one's abilities, skills, appearance, and social 
acceptability. In addition, while agreeing that the definition of self-concept is an 
individual's perception of self, some researchers have defined the "belief aspect of self-
concept in a cognitive approach. In this approach, researchers have explored how self-
concept acts as an organization of different knowledge of oneself (Epstein, 1973; Gordon, 
1966; Markus, 1977; Rogers, 1951). 
2. Evaluative aspect of self-concept 
For the evaluative aspect of self-concept, some theorists have argued that the 
concept of self-esteem should be separated from self-concept (Epstein, 1973; Gecas, 
1982; Rosenberg, 1979). A commonly accepted definition for self-esteem has been 
provided by Coopersmith (1967). He has defined self-esteem as the evaluation which the 
individual makes and customarily maintains with regard to himself/herself. It expresses an 
attitude of approval or disapproval, and indicates the extent to which the individual 
believes himself/herself to be capable, significant, successful, and worthy. Self-concept and 
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self-esteem is different in the sense that the former is an individual's knowledge about 
himself/herself (as stated in the "belief aspect) whereas the latter is a personal judgment 
of worthiness that an individual holds towards himself/herself. 
However, the evaluative aspect of self-concept has been included in many 
definitions (Bums, 1982; Coleman & Henry，1990; Marsh, Byrne, Shavelson, 1992; 
Shavelson et al.，1976). Both an individual's description and evaluation of the self are 
important for the perception of himself/herself. Instead of treating self-concept and self-
esteem as two distinct concepts, it is more reasonable to subsume the notion of self-image 
(the descriptive aspect) as well as the self-esteem (the evaluative aspect) under the term of 
"self-concept". In fact, self-esteem has often appeared at the top of some hierarchical self-
concept models (Harter, 1985; Marsh, 1989). 
3. Behavioral aspect of self-concept 
The behavioral aspect has also been emphasized in many different self-concept 
definitions (Burns, 1982; Byrne, 1984; Epstein, 1973; Gordon, 1966; Markus, 1977; Sears 
& Sherman, 1964; Shavelson et a l , 1976). Bums (1982) has explained that self-concept is 
a basic reference for behavior. People will act in ways that they think are consistent with 
how they see themselves. Then, people's behaviors which are guided by the self-concept, 
in turn, influence the ways they perceived themselves (Bynre, 1984). In this way, self-
concept is both a cause and a product of behavior. 
2,3,2 Structure and content of self-concept 
Regarding how the different aspects of self-concept are organized, Harter (1986; 
1990a) has reviewed three different theoretical structure of self-concept in previous 
models and measures of self-concept. Then she has introduced a new approach that takes 
into account the multidimensional nature of domain-specific judgments as well as one's 
sense of global self-worth. These four different models were discussed as follows. 
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1, Unidimensional model 
This model has been mainly adopted by Coopersmith (1967) in his measure of self-
esteem. In his study, he did not find any systematic differentiation of self-esteem among 
four areas, i.e., the school, family, peers, and general references to the self. The findings 
led to the conclusion that the self-concept was a unidimensional construct in the sense that 
there was little distinction about the worthiness of self in different areas of experiences. 
From the unidimensional approach, self-concept is calculated as a total score by summing 
individual items and giving them equal weight. 
This aggregate approach, however, has suffered a lot of criticisms from other 
researchers. Harter (1983; 1986; 1988; 1990) has criticized that the unidimensional model 
ignores the specific content of the items included under the assumption that one's total 
score will adequately reflect one's sense of self across the variety of domains in one's life. 
As a result, such a model may mask important distinctions that an individual make across 
the different domains in his/her life. The findings of research increasingly led to the 
conclusion that the general self-concept construct, no matter how it was inferred, was not 
a particularly useful construct to adequately reflect the diversity of specific self facets 
(Marsh, Bynre, & Shavelson，1992). Thus, a multidimensional approach has been put 
forward as an alternative. 
2. Rosenberg's global self-esteem model 
Although Rosenberg's (1979) model has emphasized one's sense of global self-
worth, he has not suggested simple additive combination of responses to the discrete items 
as a measure like Coopersmith's. Instead, he has proposed that individual possesses a 
general sense of self-worth or self-esteem over and above the self-evaluative judgments 
one can make in specific domains in one's life. This global sense of self-worth, however, is 
not a simple additive combination of evaluations from different domains of self-concept. 
Rather, the various discrete elements of the self are weighted, hierarchized, and combined 
according to an extremely complex equation of which an individual is probably unaware. 
For this reason, he has chosen the direct assessment of self-worth as an entity in and of 
itself rather than investigating the specific bases on which the global judgment of self-
worth is constructed. 
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3. Multidimensional and hierarchical model 
This model has proposed that self-concept consists of many distinct facets and 
these multiple facets of self-concept may be ranked in a hierarchical formation (Bynre, 
1984). A general self-concept or self-esteem often represents a super-ordinate category 
under which other subcategories of the self are organized. There are several different 
models in the multidimensional and hierarchical approach. 
In Shavelson and his associates' (1976) model, the highest level of the hierarchy is 
general self-concept and then followed by academic, social, emotional, and physical self-
concept. These domains undergo further subdivisions at lower levels of analysis. For 
example, academic self-concept is further divided into subject-matter areas and then into 
specific areas within a subject matter, such as English and Mathematics. 
In Epstein's (1973) model, there are four second-order categories under self-
esteem :competence, moral self-approval, power, and love worthiness. Further lower 
order categories may represent the types of competence, such as mental and physical 
competence, and the lowest order categories may be defined in terms of specific abilities. 
The model proposed by L'Ecuyer (1981) has provided an even more differentiated 
picture of the components of self-concept. A number of self "structure", such as the 
material self, the personal self, the adaptive self, and the social self, are identified. Each of 
these is further subdivided into a number of categories at the base of the hierarchy. 
More and more studies have revealed that the multidimensional and hierarchical 
approach is more useful than the unidimensional approach to better understand the 
complexity of self in different context, to predict a wide variety of behavior, to provide 
outcome measures for diverse interventions, and to relate self-concept to other construct 
(Marsh, Bynre, & Shavelson, 1992). In addition, such model has also been supported in 
studies using various statistical analyses, such as factor analytic studies (Barnes, 1983; 
Clark & Morrism，1983; Fernandes, Michael, & Smith, 1978; Marsh, 1987; Marsh & 
Smith, 1982; Marsh, Relich, & Smith，1983), Multitrait-Multimethod matrix studies 
(Marsh & Smith, 1982; Marsh, Smith, & Barnes，1983; Marsh, Parker, & Smith, 1983; 
Scares & Scares, 1980; 1983)，and causal modeling studies (Byrne, 1982; Shavelson & 
Bolus, 1982). (For a detailed review, please refer to Marsh, Bynre, & Shavelson, 1988 and 
Byrne, 1984). 
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4. Harter's global self-worth and multidimensional model 
Harter's model (1985; 1986; 1988) has combined the themes of multidimensional 
model and Rosenberg's global self-worth model. The model underscores both the 
importance of global judgments of self-worth and the evaluation of domain specific 
competence. Moreover, the importance of success for each domain is also assessed 
because the important hierarchy is critical in predicting global self-worth. 
Under the multidimensional approach, she has identified five major domains for 
children. Two of the domains, scholastic competence and athletic competence, tap the 
competence aspect of self-concept. The remaining three, social acceptance, physical 
appearance, and behavioral conduct, address adequacies that do not necessary involve 
competence. Scores across these discrete subscales provide a profile of one's competence/ 
adequacy. As the children grow up, their self-concept will be further differentiated into 
more different domains. 
Consistent with the notion of Rosenberg, the model does not assess the global 
sense of self-worth by adding up the scores of items in every specific self-concept 
domains. Rather, a separate subscale is created to tap this construct directly. In contrast to 
Rosenberg, however, the model also examines the relationship between global self-worth 
and the discrete evaluations within each domain. The rationale is mainly based on James' 
(1890) theory. For James, self-esteem is defined as the ratio of one's successes to one's 
pretensions. Harter has operationalized the pretensions as the importance of success in 
each of the domains. She has contended that our global sense of self-worth reflect the 
degree of our success in those domains that we deem important. Children with high self-
worth are those whose competence and important hierarchies are quite congruent. That is, 
areas of high competence are very important whereas the importance of domains in which 
one is not so successful is discounted. In contrast, children with low self-worth manifest 
large discrepancies between their domain-specific competence judgment and rating of the 
importance of success in these areas. 
26 
2,4 Family relationship and adolescent self-concept 
2.4,1 Symbolic interaction theory 
The relation between family relationship and self-concept was mainly derived from 
symbolic interaction theory. Symbolic interactionists have emphasized reflected appraisals 
and suggested that an individual's sense of worth is derived from social reflections or 
feedback of others, especially significant others. Family relationship has frequently been 
posited to be a critical factor that affects adolescents' self-concept. 
1. James' self as subject and self as object 
Most of the research on self-concept can be traced to the pioneering work of 
William James (1890). James has initially posited that there are two fundamental aspects 
of the self: the self as a subject, the "I"; and the self as an object, the "Me". The "I", or 
self-as-knower, represents an active agent or perceiver of experiences. It is a cognitive 
process which serves to structure and define the "Me". Focuses on the self-as-knower has 
led theorists to investigate the cognitive development of self-concept. On the other hand, 
the "Me", or self-as-known, represents an aggregate of things objectively known. The self 
as object can be further differentiated into three selves : a material self including one's 
body and personal possessions; a social self involving a sense of human relations and 
status; and a spiritual self centered in desires, inclinations and emotions. The symbolic 
interaction theory, developed later by Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934), have devoted 
major attention to the "Me" aspect that emphasizes how the social self emerges through 
interaction with others. 
2. Copley's and Mead's symbolic interaction theory 
Cooley (1902) was the first symbolic interaction theorist. One couplet often 
quoted from him is : ” Each to each is a looking glass, reflects the other that doth pass." 
He has speculated that self-concept is actually a "looking-glass self". The role of others is 
analogous to a social mirror that what the self becomes is what we imagine that others 
think of us. That is, the self tends to derive its substance from social reflections or 
feedback, labeled as "reflected appraisal", of various audiences in our lives. 
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Mead (1934) has amplified and expanded the view of the self as a product of social 
interaction. For Mead, looking glass self is reflective of a "generalized other", that is one's 
whole sociocultural environment. Essential to the genesis of the self is the development of 
the ability to take the role of the others and particularly to perceive the attitudes of the 
others toward the perceiver. As he stated, • 
“ W e appear as selves in our conduct insofar as we ourselves take the 
attitude that others take toward us ... We take the role of what may be 
called the 'generalized other'. And in doing this we appear as social objects, 
as selves." (p.270) 
3. Parents as significant others 
While the feedback from others have been highlighted in Cooley's and Mead's 
theory, some researchers have argued that the credibility and the importance of evaluative 
reactions of others for an individual varies among different persons. Sullivan (1953) has 
described those with the most influences on an individual's self formation as "significant 
others". According to Stryker's (1967) definition, significant others are persons who 
occupy high rank on an "importance" continuum for an individual. 
Parents, who often act as authority figure and have close affective ties with their 
children, have been consistently found to have significant contribution on adolescents' self-
concept (Curtis, 1974; Galbo, 1984; Woelfel, 1972). For example, Rosenberg's (1979) 
study showed that younger children's perceived self depended heavily on the perceived 
judgments of external authority, particularly their parents. In Lackovic-Grigin and 
Dekovic's study, although the influences of teachers and peers became greater as the age 
of adolescents increased, parents were one of the crucial significant others in the formation 
of self among early, middle, and late adolescents. The study conducted by Cheung (1982) 
also confirmed that family was more influential than school on Hong Kong adolescents' 
self-esteem. Specifically, mothers were the most important significant others, then 
followed by fathers, bothers and sisters, teachers, and friends in class. 
4. Actual vs. perceived appraisal 
^ Another amendment which has been made for Cooley's mirror theory was the 
emphasis of one's own perception. Researchers consistently found that actual evaluations 
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by others did not have very strong effect on an individual's self-concept. Rather, the effect 
of others' evaluations of an individual was mediated via his/her own perception. The 
perceived rather than the actual appraisal of others was more important in the formation of 
the self-concept (Demo, Small, & Savin-William, 1987; Gecas, 1971; Gecas & Schwalbe, 
1986; Schater & Keith，1985). Similar findings were also obtained in research on the 
relation between family relationship and self-concept. Studies showed that an adolescent's 
perception of family relationship was more critical to predict his/her self-concept than 
actual and parents' perceived situations (Acock & Bengtson，1980; Litovsky & Dusek， 
1985; Schaefer, 1971; Schludermann & Schludermann, 1983). Thus, researchers have 
suggested that a refined theory of reflected appraisal should consist of both actual and 
perceived appraisals. 
5. Summary 
In sum, ill the view of symbolic interaction theory, one's self-concept is mainly 
acquired from others', especially significant others', responses to him/her through social 
interaction. Through the process of "role taking", one will anticipate the response of 
others and develop his/her own self-concept and corresponding roles (Sheldon, 1969). 
Kinch (1963) has summarized and concluded the view of symbolic interactionism by 
noting that it basically involves an interaction of four important components. That is, our 
self-concept, our perception of others' attitudes and responses to us, the actual attitudes 
and responses of others to us, and our behavior. 
2A.2 Different family relationship variables and adolescent self-concept 
Peterson and Rollins (1987) have conducted an excellent review of the studies of 
parental behavior and child behavior. They have applied the concepts of symbolic 
interaction framework in integrating and organizing previous research in parent-child 
socialization. One of the focuses has been on the relation between family relationship and 
self-concept. This approach has provided an important direction to explain how 
adolescents' self-concept are formed through the process of family interaction. They have 
posited that parent-child interactions contribute to the emergence of mutually shared 
norms and expectations. Parents and children perform their own roles according to sets of 
expectations which begin to guide or constrain their behaviors in the parent-child 
relationship. During the interaction process, parental behaviors work as "significant 
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symbols" that convey expectations and meanings to children during the socialization 
process. These significant symbols are important components of the self and the self 
guides and constrains the subsequent behavior. 
While Peterson and Rollins (1987) have emphasized the relation between family 
relationship and self-concept, they have posited that different parental behaviors resulted 
in different effects on adolescent self-concept. The classification of parental behavior in 
their review was mainly based on the study of Rollins and Thomas (1979). After reviewing 
235 studies published from 1960 to 1974, Rollins and Thomas have generalized two 
generic components of parental behavior, i.e., parental support and control, as critical in 
accounting for parental influences. This classification has provided a systematic base for 
organizing different parental behavior and examining their relation with child behavior 
across a broad area. In fact, most of the family relationship variables employed in the 
investigations of adolescents' self-concept could fall into these two categories. Using this 
classification, Peterson and Rollins (1987) have provided a theoretical explanation for why 
and how the family relationship factors influence the formation of adolescents' self-concept 
in the view of symbolic interaction theory. 
1. Parental support 
According to Rollins and Thomas (1979), Parental support is defined as behavior 
manifested by a parent toward a child that makes he/she feel comfortable in the presence 
of the parent and confirms in the child's mind that he/she is basically accepted and 
approved as a person by the parent. This construct includes variables such as praising, 
approving, encouraging, helping, cooperating, and expressing terms of endearment. 
Moreover, both the conceptualization and the empirical results in the review has appeared 
to be sufficiently consistent that further differentiation of the construct does not seem 
warranted. 
Peterson and Rollins (1987) have interpreted the relation between parental support 
and adolescent self-concept in the view of symbolic interaction theory as follows: 
“Parental support can be viewed as a gesture or a significant symbol 
communicating that both the children's 'self and children's actions are 
valued by the parents. Parents use supportive behavior as a means of 
, encouraging and assigning significance to specific behaviors and internal 
states of children. Support fosters children behavior that is consistent with 
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parental expectations, that solidifies the parent-child bond, and that 
enhances the self-image of children." (p.474) 
Similarly, Gararino (1982) has suggested that the development of a positive self-
view in youth are contingent upon the availability of social support system, such as 
offering nurturance, providing feedback, and serving as resources. Gecas and Schwalbe 
(1986) have also contended that parental support, interest, and participation could convey 
information about the child's inherent worth and provides a base of security which 
contributes to the positive development of the child's self-concept. 
There has been an emerging consensus among researchers that parental support 
has a positive effect on adolescents' self-concept In Rollins and Thomas' review (1979), a 
positive relationship was found between parental support and adolescents' self-esteem in 
13 out of 15 tests. Other studies also consistently revealed that parental support was 
positively correlated to adolescents' self-concept (Bachman, 1970; Bishop & Ingersoll， 
1989; Demo et al., 1987; Gecas, 1971; Gecas & Schwalbe，1986; Haplin, Halpin, & 
Whiddon, 1980; Matterson, 1974; Parish & Parish，1991; Rosenberg, 1965; Watkins & 
Astilla, 1980). It is noteworthy that such a positive and strong relationship between 
supportive family relationship and adolescent self-concept was frequently found in studies 
conducted in Hong Kong (Cheung, 1982; Cheung & Lau，1985; Cheung & Tam, 1984; 
Lau & Leung, 1992; Leung & Leung, 1992; Siu & Lau, 1994) In addition, the results in 
these studies also showed that family relationship was more important than school 
relationship in its relationship with Hong Kong adolescent self-concept. These findings 
strongly supported that the positive relationship with parents was a powerful determinant 
of adolescent self-concept in Hong Kong society. 
2. Parental control 
According to Rollins and Thomas (1979), Parental control are defined as behavior 
of a parent toward a child with the intent of directing the behavior of the child to the 
manner which is desirable to the parent. This construct includes variables such as giving 
directions, instructions, commands, suggestions, punishment, making requests, imposing 
rules and restrictions, and providing explanations for rules and restrictions. In contrast to 
parental support, the studies concerning parental control have been controversial. On the 
one hand, some studies supported the positive relationship between parental control and 
adolescent self-concept (Coopersmith, 1967; Leahy, 1981; Nunn and Parish, 1980). On 
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the other hand, there were also considerable work of researchers who argued that parental 
control might resulted in negative self-concept of adolescents (Demo et al., 1987; Haplin 
et a l , 1980; Litovsky & Dusek，1985; Peterson, Southworth, & Peters，1983; Wu, 1979). 
The inconsistent findings in the relationship between parental control and self-
concept has led researchers to be aware of the problem of the unidimensional conception 
of parental control. Rollins and Thomas (1979) have posited that parental control is a 
multidimensional construct in which different types of control may be related differently to 
child outcomes. They have identified three types of control in the reviewed studies : (1) 
Coercion is defined as the direct and arbitrary application of force by a parent in order to 
press a child to behave according to the parent's desires. The review has showed that 
coercive control consistently has a negative relationship with child social competent 
behavior. (2) Induction is defined as behavior manifested by a parent with the intent of 
obtaining voluntary compliance to the parent's desires by placing rational maturity 
demands on the child, offering explanations and making the child aware that actions have 
consequences on others. The review has showed that inductive control consistently has a 
positive relationship with child social competent behavior. (3) Love withdrawal is defined 
as behavior manifested by a parent that threatens to withdraw or temporarily discontinue 
the affectionate bond until the child changes his behavior. Since the correlation of love 
withdrawal with child behavior has produced very inconsistent results and can not be 
interpreted, Rollins and Thomas have suggested that love withdrawal variable should be 
omitted in the study of parental control and child behavior. 
By introducing the concept of symbolic interaction theory, the relationship 
between inductive control, coercive control, and adolescent self-concept can be clearly 
explained. Peterson and Rollins (1987) have suggested that: 
"From a symbolic interaction perspective, parental induction functions as an 
information-giving mechanism that communicates parental confidence in the 
eventual ability of the children to understand and cope successfully with their 
social and physical contexts. Parental induction encourages role taking in children 
by providing them with information about the parents' inner experiences, their 
expectations, and their rationale for their child-rearing actions ... The frequent use 
of coercion by parents communicates rejection of the child and a low valuation of 
the child's "self". In contrast to induction, coercion does not communicate the logic 
underlying a parent's expectations for performance of the child socializee role." 
(P.476) 
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Although this classification is useful for investigating the relation between different 
family relationship variables and adolescent self-concept, very few studies have clearly 
classified or defined their parental control variables as induction and coercion. In a recent 
study in Hong Kong (Siu & Lau，1994), parental behavior was divided into three specific 
forms, i.e. supportive, punitive, and directive. This classification was consistent with the 
concept of parental support, coercive control and inductive control suggested by Rollins 
and Thomas (1979). The findings supported that students' self-concept were positively 
related to supportive and directive parenting style but were negatively related to punitive 
style. 
In sum, according to the classification of Rollins and Thomas (1979), there were 
three types of parental behavior, i.e., support, induction, and coercion. From the view of 
symbolic interaction theory, support and induction should be positively related to 
adolescent self-concept whereas coercion should be negatively related to adolescent self-
concept. 
2.4.3 The relation between family relationship and different self-concept 
domains 
While different family relationship variables were found to be related differently to 
the global measure of adolescent self-concept (e.g., global self-worth, self-esteem, or 
general self-concept) as suggested in the last section, these family relationship variables 
may have different relation with different dimensions of self-concept However, there was 
very few research in this area. 
In a study of Lau and Leung (1992), they employed the multidimensional self-
concept model of Shavelson et al. (1976). The relation between family relationship and 
five different dimensions of self-concept, i.e., general, academic, social, appearance, and 
physical ability, were examined. The findings indicated that while all the dimensions of 
self-concept were significantly and positively related to family relationship, general, 
academic and social self-concept showed stronger correlation than physical ability and 
appearance. In a recent study, Siu and Lau (1994) attempted to investigate the relation 
between family relationship and adolescent self-concept using multidimensional measures 
of both constructs. In this study, four self-concept domains, i.e., general, academic, social, 
an(i appearance self-concept, and three dimensions of parental behavior, i.e., 
communication, directive, and punitive parenting style, were examined. The results 
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indicated that while all self-concept domains had significant and positive correlation with 
communication and directive parenting style but had negative correlation with punitive 
parenting style, general and academic self-concept showed stronger correlation with these 
parenting styles than social and appearance self-concept. These findings generally 
supported the postulates of symbolic interaction theory. • 
Furthermore, the studies which investigated the relation between family 
relationship and adolescent behavior might also offer some indirect evidence to the 
relation between family relationship and different self-concept domains. In the studies 
classifying different parenting styles into authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and 
neglectful, adolescents who characterized their parents as authoritative significantly 
showed higher academic competence, higher social competence, and lower levels of 
problem behavior than adolescents from other parenting style families (Lambom, Mounts, 
Steinberg, & Dornbush.，1991; Steinberg, Elmen, & Mounts, 1989; Maccoby & Martin， 
1983). In other words, adolescents with high parental support, high inductive control, and 
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low coercive control might have positive development on academic competence, social 
competence, and behavioral conduct. In addition, other studies also supported that 
positive parenting style was positively related to academic performance (Anderson, 1987; 
Lundt, 1988; Rollins & Thomas，1979; Song & Hattie，1984) and negatively related to 
problem conduct (Grolnick & Ryan，1989; Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Wu, 1979). Although 
these studies did not investigate the adolescent self-concept directly, the findings might 
suggest some implications for the relation between family relationship and adolescent 
different domains of self-concept. 
In sum, based on the few available studies, general, academic, social, and 
behavioral conduct self-concept were more related to family relationship than physical 
ability and appearance self-concept. It seemed that parent-child interaction has more 
impact on the behavioral aspects of adolescent self-concept than on the physical aspects of 
self-concept. 
2,4,4 Summary 
The theoretical explanation for the relation between family relationship and 
adolescent self-concept was mainly derived from symbolic interaction theory. The 
po.stulates of the theory were generally supported in previous studies. Research studies 
supported that parents were one of the important significant others in the process of 
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adolescent self-concept formation. In particular, studies initially suggested that parental 
support and parental inductive control were positively correlated to adolescent self-
concept whereas parental coercive control was negatively correlated to adolescent self-
concept. Among different self-concept domains, general, academic, social, and behavioral 
conduct self-concept were more related to family relationship than physical ability and 
appearance self-concept. However, since very few studies have directly examined the 
multidimensional self-concept and family relationship, further investigation should be made 






2.5 Adolescent self-concept and delinquent behavior 
2.5.1 Containment theory and early self-concept theory in delinquency study 
The relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior has long been explored 
in the study of criminology. Most of the initial works in this field have been done by 
Reckless and his associates (Reckless, 1967; Reckless, Dinitz, & Murray, 1956; 1957) in 
50s and 60s. Reckless' containment theory has emerged as a modification of social control 
theory. Besides the traditionally depicted external control of delinquency by social groups 
and institutions, Reckless has added the self factor as a key mechanism of "inner 
containment". 
Consistent with social control theory, Reckless has posited that individuals are 
restrained from committing delinquent acts by containing factors. Two kinds of 
containment are described. The outer (external) containment, such as social ties to others, 
role structures, group cohesion, are mainly derived from traditional social control theory 
and strain theory. The inner (internal) containment, on the other hand, consists of "self 
components, such as a favorable self-image, a high level of frustration tolerance, strongly 
internalized moral and ethical sense. In Reckless and Dinitz's (1967) study, they have 
concluded that these components of self conception can act as an inner buffer or inner 
containment against delinquent behavior : 
” A good self-concept, undoubtedly a product of favorable socialization, 
veers slum boys away from delinquency, while a poor self-concept, a 
product of unfavorable socialization, gives the slum boy no resistance to 
deviancy, delinquent companions, or delinquent subculture." (p.317) 
Following the idea that low self-concept is related to delinquency, researchers in 
70s have further explored and modified the containment theory. Gold and his colleagues 
(Gold, 1978; Gold & Mann, 1972) have contended that delinquent behavior is an ego 
defense against the external realities that threaten a young person's self-esteem. The theory 
have assumed that a negative self-image is actually aversive and that it will set in motion 
psychic forces to dispel it. Delinquent behavior is interpreted as a manifestation of these 
forces. In the process of refurbishing the self-image by adopting the delinquent role, which 
is perceived as potent, daring, and highly masculine, an individual anesthetizes 
himself/herself from the anxiety generated by realization of an ineffective and unworthy 
self. 
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2.5.2 Kaplan's self-derogation theory 
Kaplan's self-derogation theory (Kaplan, 1975; 1980; 1982) has been a recent 
refinement of previous self-esteem theory on delinquency study. As described by Wells 
(1989), Kaplan's theory has represented the fullest, most explicit, and most testable 
version of the perspective. 
Basically, the theory begins with the widely held assumption of self-esteem motive. 
On the postulate of the self-esteem motive, a person is said to behave in ways designed to 
maximize the experiences of positive self-attitudes and to minimize the experiences of 
negative self-attitudes. Attitudes of self-rejection are the end result of a history of 
membership group experiences in which the person is unable to defend against, adopt to, 
or cope with circumstances having self-devaluing implications. These circumstances 
include disvalued attributes and behaviors or negative evaluations of the person by 
significant others. The self-devaluing experiences in membership groups resulted in the 
development of intrinsically distressful negative self-attitudes. It influences the individual 
to associate the genesis of negative self-attitudes with other aspects of the conventional 
structure and activities through the process of generalization. 
Consequently, the individual loses motivation to conform to the normative 
patterns. Simultaneously, the unfulfilled self-esteem motive in normative structure prompts 
the individual to seek alternative response patterns which offer hopes of reducing the 
experiences of negative self-attitudes. Delinquent behavior, thus, appeared to be one of the 
most frequently adopted alternative behavioral patterns that serves to enhance the self-
esteem. Adoption of the deviant responses has self-enhancing consequences through three 
mechanisms : (1) It facilitates intrapsychic or interpersonal avoidance of those aspects of 
the normative structure that are subjectively associated with the genesis of negative self-
attitudes; (2) It serves to attack symbolically or physically upon the normative structure, 
its representations, or its representatives; (3) It offers substitute patterns with self-
enhancing potential for behavioral patterns associated with the genesis of self-rejecting 
attitudes. Given the motivation to deviate from the normative behavioral pattern and self-
enhancing potential of delinquent behavior, the individual is increasingly likely to adopt 
deviant patterns. Once the individual experiences self-enhancing consequences and is able 
to defend against adverse consequences of the delinquent behavior, he/she will stick to the 
deyiant pattern. 
37 
2.5J Arguments about the self-derogation theory 
Although Kaplan has theoretically outlined the process of how negative self-
attitudes motivate one to commit delinquent acts and how delinquent acts, in turn, 
enhance one's self-concept, the empirical studies of self-derogation theory revealed 
inconsistent results. 
According to self-derogation theory, there are two significant relationships 
between self-concept and delinquent behavior : (1) self-derogation (i.e. low self-esteem) 
positively affects subsequent delinquent behavior; (2) adoption of delinquent behavior 
enhances self-esteem among self-derogating persons. Arguments about the theory have 
also focused on these two relationships. 
On the one hand, parts of Kaplan's theory have been theoretically and empirically 
supported. First, the self-worth motive emphasized in self-derogation theory is consistent 
with the general analytic focus in social psychology on the self-concept as a causal agent 
in behavior. In particular, the concept of self-esteem motive has also appeared in other 
psychological research as "self-maintenance motive" (Tesser & Cambell, 1983)，"motive 
for self-worth" (Covington, 1984) and has been identified by Maslow (1970) as one of the 
"prepotent丨'human needs. All these theories have shared the views that there exists a 
universal desire among human beings to protect and enhance their feelings of self-regard. 
Secondly, studies consistently found a negative correlation between individuals' self-
concept and delinquent behavior. Many studies found that delinquents or offenders 
revealed relatively low self-concepts when compared with nondelinquents (Epstein, 1962; 
Evans et al., 1981; Johnstone, 1983; Krug & Henry, 1974; Randall, 1970; Schaefter, 
1976). In the review of Fitts and Hammer (1969), they concluded that regardless of 
language, country or culture, persons characterized by delinquent behavior tended to have 
low self-concepts. 
On the other hand, while researchers have generally agreed with the existence of 
self-esteem motive and the negative correlation between self-concept and delinquent 
behavior, the postulates of self-derogation theory that low self-esteem will drive an 
individual to commit delinquent behavior and delinquent behavior will then enhance his/her 
self-concept have been controversial. 
•• 
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First, correlation between low self-esteem and delinquent behavior might be due to 
other variables, such as evaluations from others and negative social sanctions for the 
delinquent behavior. Therefore, low self-esteem as causally prior to the delinquent 
behavior has been challenged. 
To address the problem of causality, a series of early studies conducted by Kaplan 
and his colleagues (summarized in Kaplan, 1980) provided a detailed examination of the 
component causal links within the self-derogation and enhancement model. The study 
analyzed a large three-wave panel of Houston junior high school students. Focusing on 
respondents who reported no engagement in delinquent acts prior to the initial 
measurement, Kaplan examined subsequent adoption of delinquent behavior and changes 
in self-esteem. Separate analyses of 28 different forms of delinquent behavior confirmed 
that self-derogation was positively associated with subsequent delinquency and these 
delinquent behavior were positively related to the increased self-esteem among self-
derogation persons. Since the research provided a clear temporal ordering of measured 
variables, it was important to establish the causal viability of the self-derogation theory. 
Furthermore, in recent papers, Kaplan and his colleagues respecified the casual structure 
of self-derogation model and reestimated the elements of the model by using LISREL 
models and longitudinal data (Kaplan & Fukurai，1992; Kaplan, Johnson, & Bailey, 1986; 
1987; Kaplan, Martin, & Johnson, 1986). In these studies, Kaplan and his colleagues 
reconfirmed the self-derogation model Findings indicated that self-derogation in time 1 
positively affected the disposition to delinquency in time 2 which, in turn, influenced 
delinquent peer association and delinquent behavior. 
However, Bynner and his colleagues (1981) obtained very different results and 
challenged the effect of low self-esteem on delinquent behavior in their study. Their study 
mainly expanded on the effort of Rosenbery and Rosenbery's (1978) study. While 
Rosenberg and Rosenbery found that self-esteem was a more potent causal determinant of 
delinquency than the reverse by using cross-lagged correlation analyses, Bynner and his 
colleagues obtained very different findings. The study employed LISREL analysis on a 
three-wave panel data. Findings showed little support for the view that self-esteem 
influenced subsequent delinquency. In contrast, the stronger paths were in the opposite 
direction which indicated that delinquent behavior negatively predicted subsequent self-
esteem rather than the reverse. In addition, regardless of the model used, they found that 
the path coefficients were of relatively small magnitude. 
•• 
39 
The second argument surrounding self-derogation theory has focused on whether 
adoption of delinquent behavioral pattern enhances the self-esteem among self-derogation 
persons. This part of the theory has been most frequently challenged. 
While the early series of studies (Kaplan, 1980) conducted by Kaplan and his 
colleagues found support for the enhancing function of delinquent behavior on one's self-
esteem, they rarely examined the effect of delinquent behavior in their recent studies. In 
their recent studies (Kaplan & Fukurai, 1992; Kaplan, Johnson, & Bailey, 1986; 1987; 
Kaplan, Martin, & Johnson, 1986), self-concept variable was often treated as a causal 
factor of delinquent behavior rather than a variable that was affected by delinquent 
behavior in these models. In contrast, more and more studies criticized that delinquent 
behavioral patterns did not actually have this function. The evidence was that most of the 
offenders, who had already committed delinquent behavior, consistently showed low self-
concept (Epstein, 1962; Evan et al” 1991; Fitts & Hamner，1969). Some researchers 
found that the enhancing effect only occurred in very limited circumstances. The study of 
Bynner and his colleagues (1981) indicated that only the boys suffering from the biggest 
reduction in self-esteem when entering high school seemed able to restore self-esteem by 
engaging in delinquent acts. Similarly, in Wells' (1989) study, enhancing effect was only 
found significant among persons whose levels of self-derogation were extreme. It was 
because such persons had little to lose by getting involved in socially disapproved deviance 
and a lot to gain psychologically, since their self-esteem could not get much lower. 
One important explanation for this phenomenon was provided by Hewitt (1970) 
and Gold (1978), Both of them argued that delinquency would not enhance self-esteem 
due to the social disvalue and derogation of deviance and to the social disabilities 
processed by low self-esteem. Thus, persons with low self-esteem would be motivated by 
expectations of enhancement in engaging in delinquent activities, but their expectations 
would seldom if ever realized. Even Kaplan (1980) admitted that the relationship between 
delinquent behavior and self-enhancement was a conditional one. It was dependent on the 
nature of delinquent act and the strength of the person's need for self-esteem. 
The third argument on self-derogation theory has focused on the relative effects of 
self-concept on delinquent behavior when compared with other external factors. In a study 
of Well and Rankins (1983), the findings of path analysis indicated that no substantial 
effect of self-esteem on subsequent delinquency when the effects of prior causal variables 
(i.e., grades, peer relations, and family relations) were partialled out. In addition, no 
increasing in self-esteem resulted from engaging in delinquent behavior was found. The 
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results were consistent with Marshall's (1973) study of containment theory. He found that 
the existence of external factors (social class, school attainment, and peer status) were 
more important than inner containment in determining the commission of delinquent 
behavior. 
2.5.4 The importance of multidimensional self-concept in delinquency study 
Since the previous studies have obtained inconsistent findings in the relation 
between self-concept on delinquent behavior, some researchers suggested that the problem 
might be due to the ambiguous conceptualization of self-concept variable. In fact, the self-
concept as a significant variable in delinquency research has come under criticism 
particularly for the difficulty in clearly defining and verifying the self-concept variable 
(Dinitz & Pfau-Vincent，1982; Jensen, 1973; Lawrence, 1985; Marshall, 1973). As Wells 
(1978) have pointed out, self-concept tends to be a rather inclusive and not clearly 
specified construct in deviance discussion. Little systematic attention is given to explicate 
the events of self-conception. Since most of the research studying the relation between 
self-concept and delinquency have been conducted in the field of sociology, such 
explications may seem to be too "psychological". As a consequence, there has been a 
frequent tendency to either overextend the use of the self construct, describing virtually all 
behavior as "self", or oversimplify the self construct as a global and unidimensional 
construct. 
One of the key criticism of Reckless's containment theory was the theoretical 
vagueness and ubiquity of the "self-factor". Researchers criticized that most of the items 
used in Reckless's study were measures of exposure to delinquent peers and measures of 
outer containment rather than their self-concept (Jensen, 1973; Marshall, 1973). Although 
the self-concept variable used in Kaplan and his associates' studies was more well defined 
than Reckless's self-concept variable, those items in their study still could not reflect all 
dimensions of self-concept. In their early studies (Kaplan, 1980), the self-concept variable 
was operationalized as "self-derogation" or "self-rejection" which referred to the global 
negative self-feelings of the subjects. Later, in their recent studies (Kaplan & Fukurai, 
1992; Kaplan, Johnson, & Bailey，1986; 1987; Kaplan, Martin, & Johnson, 1986), "self-
derogation" was treated as a latent construct which consisted of the global negative self-
feelings and the subject's perceived rejection by others, such as parents, teachers, and 
peers. In these cases, although several aspects of self-rejection were measured, they were 
41 
only assumed to be different ways to tap a global concept of self-rejection and were not 
treated as distinct theoretical concepts. 
As the research in self-concept study has supported that self-concept should be a 
multidimensional construct which reflects one's sense of self across various domains of 
one's life (Byrne, 1984; Harter, 1986; 1988a; Marsh et al , 1988; 1992), more and more 
researchers have urged for the use of multidimensional self-concept in delinquency study. 
Using three different measures of self-esteem, McCarthy and Hoge (1984) found that the 
more specific the self-esteem measure, the stronger were the paths. Among the three 
measures of self-esteem, the item in Conventional Self-Evaluation Scale, which referred to 
the conventional values imposed by the adults, showed the strongest relation with 
delinquent behavior. It suggested that delinquent behavior might be more related to the 
behavioral conduct aspect of an individuals self-concept. In another study, while Wells 
and Rankin (1983) failed to find significant relation between self-concept and delinquent 
behavior, they also suggested that the focus on global self-esteem measure as the key 
mechanism was over-simplified and other aspects of self-concept might importantly 
influence delinquent behavior than the general measure of self-esteem. 
2.5.5 The relation between different self-concept domains and delinquent 
behavior 
Although the need for employing a multidimensional self-concept in delinquency 
study has been spelled out, only one previous study adopted this approach (Leung & Lau, 
1989) in the literature. Findings in this study highly certified the importance of using 
multidimensional self-concept. Besides the global self-concept, four dimensions of self-
concept, including academic, social, physical ability and physical appearance self-concept, 
were also tested in their study. The findings of path analysis indicated that while 
delinquent behavior was not related to global self-esteem, it was meanfully related to 
various aspects of self-concept. Specifically, delinquent behavior was negatively correlated 
with academic self-concept. They explained that it was because school failure was likely to 
result in delinquent behavior. On the other hand, the enactment of delinquent behavior was 
found to enhance one's social and physical self-concept. They explained that adolescents 
who were rejected by the school and family would try to seek approval in other referent 
group. Committing delinquent behavior, then, helped them to gain acceptance and 
approval by delinquent peer group. In addition, the enactment of delinquent behavior 
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usually involved some vigorous physical acts and, thus, physical self-concept was 
positively related to delinquent behavior. 
Although only the study of Leung and Lau (1989) has systematically investigated 
the relation between different self-concept domains and delinquent behavior, findings in 
other studies might also provide some supports for these relationships. 
As noted in the preceding section, McCarthy and Hoge (1984) found that the 
score in the Conventional Self-Evaluation Scale showed a very strong and negative 
relation with delinquent behavior. This finding suggested that behavioral conduct self-
concept might be negatively related to delinquent behavior. Since delinquent behavior 
usually involves violation of the social norm, people who has poorer sense of behavioral 
conduct may be more likely to commit delinquent behavior. 
On the other hand, Gold and Mann (1972) pointed out that delinquency was not a 
suitable defense for all adolescents. They argued that boys with strong physical ability and 
peer approval would be more likely to commit delinquent behavior to restore their self-
esteem. Evan and his associates (1991) also found that while delinquents showed lower 
self-concept in most of the dimensions than non-delinquents, they had higher physical self-
concept than the non-delinquents. These findings were consistent with the study of Leung 
and Lau (1989) and suggested that physical ability and social self-concept might be 
positively related to delinquent behavior. 
Regarding the academic self-concept, no other studies have directly investigated 
the relation between academic self-concept and delinquent behavior. However, the 
findings in previous studies consistently showed that delinquent youth exhibited deficient 
academic skills, poor academic achievement, or low average IQs (Farnworth et al.’ 1985; 
Hurrelmann & Engel, 1992; Vaughn, Zaragoza, Hogan, & Walker, 1993). This negative 
relation between academic performance and delinquent behavior was consistent with the 
postulate in the study of Leung and Lau (1989) and suggested that academic self-concept 
might be negatively related to delinquent behavior. 
While the relation between global self-concept and delinquent behavior was 
inconsistent in previous studies, using multidimensional measure of self-concept variable 
would be important to clarify the different relation between various self-concept domains 
and delinquent behavior. Summarizing from the findings in the literature, the relationships 
between different self-concept domains and delinquent behavior were quite different. 
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Physical ability and social self-concept might be positively related to delinquent behavior 
whereas academic and behavioral conduct self-concept might be negatively related to 
delinquent behavior and no significant relation between physical appearance self-concept 
and delinquent behavior was found. While these hypothesized relation did not receive 
much empirical support in previous studies, further research using multidimensional 
measure of self-concept is needed to directly examine these different relationships between 
self-concept domains and delinquent behavior. 
2.5,6 Summary 
Kaplan's self-derogation theory has explicitly discussed the relation between self-
concept and delinquent behavior. According to his theory, a person who experiences self-
rejection feeling in his/her member group will be motivated to deviate from the group 
norms and search for alternative behavioral patterns, especially delinquent behavior, that 
offer hope to enhance his/her self-esteem. 
However, while the self-esteem motive and the negative correlation between self-
concept and delinquent behavior have been supported in previous studies, the theory has 
been under several criticisms. First, whether the negative relation between self-concept 
and delinquency is due to the effect of low self-concept on delinquent behavior as posited 
in Kaplan's theory or in the opposite direction has not been conclusive. Second, the 
enhancing effect of delinquent behavior on self-concept did not receive support in many 
studies. Third, if low self-concept really affects delinquent behavior as predicted in self-
derogation theory, whether the effect can remain significant when compared with other 
external factors has been challenged. 
Some researchers suggested that the inconsistent findings in studies of self-
derogation theory might be due to the conceptualization problem of self-concept variable. 
Since self-concept has different dimensions, it is possible that some self-concept domains 
may be positively related to delinquent behavior whereas others may be negatively related 
to or not related to delinquent behavior. Therefore, using the global measure of self-
concept to investigate its relation with delinquent behavior might mask important 
distinctions between delinquent behavior and different self-concept domains. Instead, the 
multidimensional nature of self-concept has provided an important direction for clarifying 
the inconsistent results in the studies of self-derogation theory. 
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2.6 Family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior 
In the preceding sections, the relationship between family relationship and self-
concept; the relationship between self-concept and delinquent behavior; and the 
relationship between family relationship and delinquent behavior; were discussed. 
However, each relationship has been examined separately under different theories. Since 
an individual's self-concept is mainly formed through interactions with other people in 
accordance with symbolic interaction theory and low self-concept will motivate an 
individual to commit delinquent behavior in accordance with self-derogation theory, there 
may be a logical sequence among family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent 
behavior. 
2.6,1 Family relationship and self-derogation theory 
Although the researchers of self-derogation theory have rarely investigated the 
influences of external factors, they have never denied the importance of external factors in 
their theories. Among various external factors, family relationship has frequently been 
proposed to have significant influences on individuals' self-attitudes. 
For example, Reckless and his colleagues (1956) admitted that while their study 
pointed out the presence of inner containment as the insulation against delinquency, it did 
not indicate how the adolescents acquired this containment. They suggested that it might 
be acquired by social definition of role from significant figures, such as parents, teachers, 
and peers. Moreover, while Gold (1978) posited that delinquent behavior acts as a way of 
avoiding situations which endangered self-esteem and of engaging in experiences that 
promised a form of self-enhancement, he emphasized that the defense was against the 
recognition of an external threat. He suggested that researchers should investigate the 
sources of this external threat. 
Following the idea that external factors would affect an individual's self, Kaplan 
(1980) posited that one of the important determinants of self-attitudes was the self-
perceptions of failure to be accepted by personally valued others and self-perceptions of 
being rejected by personally valued others. This concept was obviously consistent with 
symbolic interaction theory. Elaborating the ideas of Kaplan, self-concept (or 
com^eptualized as self-attitudes in Kaplan's theory) was influenced by significant others, 
especially parents, and in turn affected subsequent delinquent behavior. 
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2.6.2 An integrated model for delinquency study 
It should be noted that while all the theorists in self-derogation theory have agreed 
with the influences of external factors on self-concept, very few studies have expanded the 
model to incorporate those factors. However, as Wells and Rankin (1983) commented, 
self-esteem was generally regarded as an intermediate causal mechanism rather than the 
ultimate cause or effect. In addition, self-derogation provided a necessary but not 
sufficient motivational impulse forward delinquency. Whether a specific form of 
delinquency actually occurred might depend on additional social situational factors. Those 
external factors might influence both the availability and the utility of delinquency as an 
alternative to conventional behavior. 
Regarding the first postulate, researchers should search for determinant factors of 
self-concept and investigate their indirect effects on delinquent behavior through self-
concept. For the second postulate, researchers should investigate the relative direct effects 
of both external factors and self-concept on delinquent behavior. The study of Wells and 
Rankin (1983) was one of the few studies in this approach. They constructed a path model 
to examine the relationship among social experiences, self-esteem, and delinquent 
behavior. Three distinct evaluative social experiences, i.e., school grades, family 
relationship and social rejection, were included in the model. The finding indicated that 
correlation between self-esteem and delinquency and correlation between self-esteem and 
measures of evaluative social experiences were moderate and showed substantial stability 
across the three-wave panel. However, they failed to find any substantial effect of self-
esteem on subsequent delinquency when the effects of prior causal variables were 
partialled out in the model. 
It should be noted that the finding of Wells and Rankin's study might not 
absolutely reject the hypothesized relationship among social experiences, self-concept, and 
delinquency. Since they admitted that the use of global self-esteem in their study might 
over-simplify the phenomenon, further investigation using multidimensional self-concept 
as mediating variables between external factors and delinquent behavior was needed. As 
discussed in section 2.4, family relationship has been widely supported to be one of the 
most important determinant factors of adolescent self-concept formation. In addition, the 
thegrists of self-derogation have also agreed that parents are one of the most influential 
persons of adolescent in developing self-rejection feelings (Kaplan, 1980; Reckless et al, 
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1956; Wells & Rankin, 1983). Thus, family relationship should be included as one of the 
external factors in the integrated model. 
In sum, from the theoretical view, there should be a logical sequence among family 
relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior. Family relationship might affect 
adolescents' self-concept and adolescents' self-concept might，in turn, affect their 
delinquent behavior. However, few empirical studies have explored these relationships and 





Based on the literature review in preceding sections, a model was proposed in the 
present study to examine the relationship among three constructs : family relationship, 
adolescent self-concept, and delinquent behavior. The conceptions of these three 
constructs and their relationships were summarized in the following sections. 
3A Delinquent behavior, family relationship, and self-concept construct 
3.LI Delinquent behavior construct 
The present study adopted a nonlegal definition of delinquent behavior in order to 
include both detected and detected delinquent behaviors (Morris & Hawkins, 1960; Short, 
1990). Delinquent behavior was defined as behavior that violated the norms set by the 
society (Kratcoski & Kratcoski，1990). In the study, the delinquent behavior construct 
was treated as a single construct consisting of serious and less serious forms of delinquent 
behavior. 
3.1.2 Family relationship construct 
Family relationship referred to the interaction process between parents and their 
child. In the studies of family relationship, a large number of variables have been suggested 
to represent this construct. As shown in Table 3.1, over ten different family relationship 
variables were employed in the studies of social control theory and coercion theory. 
However, most of these variables were neither theoretically nor systematically derived. 
Therefore, in order to develop a set of family relationship variables in the study, the 
classification of family relationship variables proposed by Rollins and Thomas (1979) was 
adopted. As noted earlier, Rollins and Thomas have generalized two generic components 
of parental behavior, i.e., support and control, after reviewing numerous studies related to 
family relationship and child behavior. In addition, Peterson and Rollins (1987) have 
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Table 3.1 
Different family relationship variables used in previous studies of social control theory 
and coercion theory 
Family relationship 
variables Studies of social control theory Studies of coercion theory 
Support: 
Support Cerakovich & Giodano’ 1987; Johnstone, 
1983; Poole &Regoli, 1979 
Love, care, & trust Cerakovich & Giodano, 1987; Ng, 1980 
Communication Cemkovich & Giodano, 1987; Gardener & 
Shoemaker, 1989; Goe et al., 1985; Junger-
Tas, 1992; Krolm et al., 1992; Liska & Reed, 
1985; Ng, 1975; Thomberry, 1987; Tolan & 
Lorion, 1988; L i , 1986 
Identification Gardener & Shoemaker, 1989; Ng, 1975; Li , Simons et al., 1991 
1986 
Involvement Canter, 1982; Johnstone, 1983; Krolin et al.， Patterson, 1986 
1992 
Acceptance/ rejection Kroupa, 1988; Ng, 1975 Simons & Robertson, 1989; Simmons et 
al., 1989 
Positive parenting Krolm et al.，1992 Patterson, 1982; Patterson & 
Stouthamer-Leober, 1984; Shyder & 
Patterson, 1987 
Inductive control: 
Discipline Krolm et al., 1992; Ng, 1980; Thombery, Larzelere & Patterson, 1990; Patterson, 
1987; Wells & Rankin, 1988; Li，1986 1986; Patterson & Stouthamer-Leober， 
1984; Patterson et al., 1989; Simons et 
al.，1994; 1989 
Rule setting Patterson, 1982; Simons et al., 1994 
Coercive control: 
Coercive parenting Patterson, 1986; Simons et al., 1994; 
/Harsh disciplinary 1991 
Punishment Wells & Rankin，1988 
Monitoring: 
Monitoring/ Cemkovich & Giodano, 1987; Gardener & Larzelere & Patterson, 1990; Patterson, 
Supervision Shoemaker, 1989; Matsueda, 1982; Matsueda 1982; Patterson & Dishion, 1985; 
& Heimer, 1987; Ng, 1975; Polakowski, 1994; Patterson & Stouthamer-Leober, 1984; 
Li, 1986; Krolm et al., 1992; Tlioraberry, Patterson et al.，1989; Simons et al., 
1987; Wells & Rankin, 1988 1994 
49 
applied the postulates of symbolic interaction theory to explain the relation between self-
concept and these two different family relationship variables. Therefore, this classification 
of family relationship variables could provide a theoretical base to organize various 
aspects of family relationship variables and to systematically investigate the relation 
between family relationship and other constructs. Each variable was described as follows. 
1. Parental support 
Parental support was defined as behavior manifested by a parent towards a child 
that made the child feel comfortable in the presence of the parent and confirmed in the 
child's mind that he/she was basically accepted and approved as a person by the parent 
(Rollins & Thomas, 1979). As shown in Table 3.1，family relationship variables employed 
in the studies of social control theory and coercion theory, such as communication, 
involvement, acceptance, and positive parenting, could be categorized into this construct. 
As suggested in the literature, the parental support construct was treated as 
unidimensional in this study. 
2. Parental control 
Parental control was defined as behavior manifested by a parent towards a child 
with the intent of directing the behavior of the child in a manner desirable to the parents. 
According to the classification of Rollins and Thomas (1979), two types of parental 
control were identified in this study. One was inductive control which was defined as 
behavior manifested by a parent with the intent of obtaining voluntary compliance to the 
parent's desires. As shown in Table 3.1, the induction construct consisted of the family 
relationship variables, such as discipline and rule setting, suggested in the studies of social 
control theory and coercion theory. Another type of parental control was coercion. It was 
defined as the direct and arbitrary application of force by a parent in order to press a child 
to behave according to the parent's desires. It consisted of the family relationship 
variables, such as coercive parenting, harsh disciplinary, and punishment, suggested in the 
studies of social control theory and coercion theory. 
In addition, one more control variable, monitoring, was also employed in the 
study. Monitoring referred to parents' awareness of their children's peer association, free 
time activities and physical whereabouts when they were outside the home (Larzelere & 
Patterson, 1990; Patterson, 1982). While parental monitoring did not receive much 
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attention in other studies of parental behavior, it played an important role in the studies of 
adolescent delinquency. As shown in Table 3.1，nearly all the studies of social control 
theory and coercion theory employed monitoring as one of the family relationship 
variables. Good monitoring made it likely that parents would attend to and be aware of 
their children's delinquent behavior and take appropriate action. • 
3,13 Self-concept construct 
Self-concept was defined as an individual's perception of himself/herself (Byrne, 
1984; Felker, 1974; Shavelson et a l , 1976). Both the description and evaluation of the self 
were included in the term "self-concept" in the present study (Bums, 1982; Coleman & 
Henry, 1990; Marsh, Byrne, & Shavdson，1992; Shavelson et al., 1976). . 
The present study adopted the multidimensional self-concept model developed by 
Harter (1985; 1986; 1988a; 1988b). The multidimensional approach has been supported to 
be more useful than the unidimensional approach in understanding the complexity of self in 
different contexts (Marsh et a l , 1992) and it has also been supported in various statistical 
analyses (Marsh et al” 1992; Byrne, 1984). Harter's self-concept model assesses both the 
multidimensional nature of domain-specific judgment and one's sense of global self-worth. 
Under the multidimensional approach, she has identified five major domains in individual's 
self-concept : scholastic competence, athletic competence, social acceptance, physical 
appearance, and behavioral conduct. When a child grows up, his/her self-concept will 
further differentiate into more specific domains. On the other hand, a separate subscale has 
been adopted to tap the global self-worth. The model also examines the relation between 
global self-worth and the discrete evaluation within each domain. High self-worth is 
reflected by little discrepancies between domain-specific competence judgment and ratings 
of the importance of success in these areas. 
u 
51 
3.2 Relationship among family relationship，self-concept, and delinquent 
behavior 
3.2J Relationship between family relationship and delinquent behavior 
The relation between family relationship and adolescent delinquent behavior was 
mainly based on social control theory and coercion theory. According to social control 
theory (Hischi，1969), the close and affective relationship between an individual and 
his/her parents has been emphasized as an effective social control that restrains him/her 
deviating from the conventional norms. On the other hand, coercion theory (Larzelere & 
Patterson, 1990; Patterson, 1982; 1986; Patterson et al” 1989; 1992; Patterson & Dishion， 
1989; Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984; Snyder & Patterson, 1987). has emphasized 
that inept parenting practices during daily interaction with family members can serve as 
modeling and reinforcement for a child's coercive behavior. As discussed in the last 
chapter, both theories received numerous empirical support in previous studies, 
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It should be noted that similar family relationship variables have often been : 
employed in studying both theories. Theoretically speaking, whereas affective and warm 
aspects of family relationship are viewed as important elements that constitute a child's 
attachment to parents in social control theory, they can also be viewed as positive 
parenting factors that reinforce a child's normative behavior in coercive theory. On the 
other hand, whereas behavioral and disciplinary aspects of family relationship are viewed 
as important parenting factors that reinforce or punish a child's coercive behavior in 
coercion theory, they can also be viewed as important elements that facilitate or 
deteriorate a child's attachment to parents in social control theory. Moreover, as stated 
earlier, when Hirschi has expanded his theory to include the concept of self-control 
(Hirschi, 1983; 1991; Gottfedson & Hirschi, 1990)，parenting factors, rather than the 
affective attachment to parents, have been emphasized. Hirschi has also admitted that the 
proposed parenting factors in his self-control theory are mainly derived from Patterson's 
model. 
As a result, despite the different explanations provided in social control theory and 
coercion theory, they have both supported similar variables as important elements of 
family relationship in affecting adolescent delinquent behavior. As shown in Table 3.1, 
most of the family relationship variables, such as monitoring, discipline, 
acceptance/rejection, have been employed in studies of both theories. The present study, 
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therefore, attempted to investigate social control theory and coercion theory 
simultaneously. Based on the postulates of the two theories, the study examined whether 
family relationship had a negative relation with adolescent delinquent behavior. 
Moreover, as noted in the last section, the study systematically divided various 
aspects of family relationship into four variables : support, induction, coercion, and 
monitoring. As no previous studies has adopted this classification and examined the 
specific relationships between delinquent behavior and these four family relationship 
variables simultaneously, it was important for the present study to explore these specific 
relationships. According to the review of Rollins and Thomas (1979), support and 
induction generally had negative relation with several aspects of child social incompetence 
whereas coercion generally had positive relation with several aspects of child social 
incompetence. Moreover, the studies of social control theory and coercion theory also 
showed that family relationship variables related to support, induction, and monitoring 
generally had negative relation with delinquent behavior whereas family relationship 
variables related to coercion generally had positive relation with delinquent behavior (see 
Table 3.1). Based on these previous findings, the study initially hypothesized that support, | 
induction, and monitoring were negatively related to adolescent delinquent behavior while : 
coercion was positively related to adolescent delinquent behavior. 
3.2.2 Relationship between family relationship and self-concept 
The relation between family relationship and adolescent self-concept was mainly 
derived from symbolic interaction theory. Symbolic interactionists have proposed that an 
individual's self-concept is mainly formed through reflected appraisal from significant 
others during social interaction. Therefore, family relationship is one the main 
determinants of adolescents' self-concept formation. From the symbolic interactionism 
approach, parental behaviors can be viewed as significant gestures or symbols that 
influence their children's self-concept 
As suggested by Peterson and Thomas (1987), the present study divided various 
aspects of family relationship into four variables constituting two dimensions, i.e., support, 
induction, coercion, and monitoring. Consistent with the postulates of Peterson and 
Thomas (1987) that parental support communicates parents' value on the child's self and 
actions, research findings consistently revealed that parental support had a positive effect 
on adolescent self-concept (e.g., Amato & Ochiltree，1986; Bachman, 1970; Bishop & 
I 
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Ingersoll, 1989; Demo et al , 1987; Gecas & Schwalbe，1986; Halpin et al., 1980; Rollins 
& Thomas, 1979). Regarding the control dimension, they have suggested that as inductive 
control communicates parents' confidence on the child and provides guidelines for the 
child's behavior, it should be positively related to adolescent self-concept In contrast, as 
coercive control communicates parents' rejection of the child and low valuation of the 
child's self, it should be negatively related to adolescent self-concept Although a wide 
variety of studies have investigated the relation between family relationship and adolescent 
self-concept, very few of them have included both inductive and coercive control as 
variables simultaneously. Therefore, these different relationships between self-concept and 
different family relationship variables would be investigated in the present study. 
Moreover, since the study adopted the multidimensional measure of self-concept, 
the specific relationships between various self-concept domains and various aspects of 
family relationship were also examined. As very few studies have directly examined the 
relation between multidimensional self-concept and family relationship, it was important 
for the present study to explore these specific relationships. Based on a few previous 
studies, general and behavioral aspects self-concept seemed to be more related to family 
relationship than other physical aspects of self-concept (Lamborn et al., 1991; Lau & 
Leung, 1992; Maccoby & Martin，1983; Siu & Lau，1994; Steinberg et al , 1989). 
Therefore, using the multidimensional self-concept model of Harter (1988b), the study 
examined whether global self-worth, scholastic competence, social acceptance, and 
behavioral conduct domain of self-concept were related to various family relationship 
variables and how they were related. 
3.2.3 Relationship between self-concept and delinquent behavior 
The relationship between adolescent self-concept and delinquent behavior was 
mainly derived from Kaplan's (1975; 1980; 1982) self-derogation theory. He has posited 
that if an individual experiences self-rejection in the normative group, he/she will lose 
motivation to conform the normative expectations of his/her membership groups and will 
seek for alternative patterns that enhance his/her self-esteem. As a result, delinquent 
behavior is often adopted to serve the self-enhancing function. 
Although the self-derogation theory has received support in previous studies, it has 
beeij under several challenges, such as the conceptualization of self-concept, the problems 
of causality and enhancing effect of self-concept. The design of the present study mainly 
54 
focused on these drawbacks about self-derogation theory. Regarding the conceptualization 
problem of self-concept, this study suggested that since delinquent behavior might 
differently related to different self-concept domains, using multidimensional measure of 
self-concept may provide an important direction to clarify the inconsistent findings in 
previous delinquency studies using global measure of self-concept.. Based on -the findings 
of a few related studies (Evan et al” 1991; Farnworth et al” 1985; Gold & Mann, 1972; 
Hurrelmann & Engel，1992; Leung & Lau, 1989; McMarthy & Hoge，1984; Vaughn et al., 
1993), the present study initially proposed that delinquent behavior was positively related 
to athletic competence and social acceptance, negatively related to scholastic competence 
and behavioral conduct, and not related to global self-worth and physical appearance. 
Regarding the argument of enhancing effect, since most of the studies revealed that 
delinquent behavior did not really have enhancing effect on self-concept (Bynner et al., 
1981; Epstein, 1962; Evan et al.，1991; Fitts & Hammer，1969; Gold, 1980; Hewitt, 1970; 
Wells, 1989) and Kaplan (1980) also admitted that the enhancing function only occurred 
in limited circumstances, the study proposed that delinquent behavior did not have 
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enhancing effect on an individual's self-concept. In other words, a low self-concept could 
motivate an individual to commit delinquent behavior in the hope of enhancing his/her self-
concept but the delinquent behavior did not actually serve this enhancing function for most 
of the people. 
32A Relationship among family relationship, self-concept，and delinquent 
behavior 
As discussed in the preceding sections, the relationship among family relationship, 
self-concept, and delinquent behavior construct has been separately examined in different 
theories. By integrating the four reviewed theories, the present study attempted to 
investigate the relationship among family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent 
behavior construct simultaneously. The proposed integrated model hypothesized that the 
family relationship construct affected the self-concept construct (in accordance with 
symbolic interaction theory) and the self-concept construct, in turn, affected the delinquent 
behavior construct (in accordance with self-derogation theory). In addition, apart from the 
indirect effects, the study proposed that family relationship construct also had direct 
effects on delinquent behavior construct (in accordance with social control and coercion 
thcQry). These relationships could be symbolized a s f o l l o w s . 
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Family relationship ^ Self-concept ^ Delinquent behavior 
I ^ 
Although these relationships among the three constructs have rarely been 
investigated in previous studies, such hypotheses were consistent with the propositions of 
different self-concept theories. While symbolic interaction theory has focused on how an 
individual's self-concept is acquired through others' attitudes and responses to him/her, it 
has also suggested that an individual's self-concept will guide the ways of his/her behavior 
(Burns, 1982; Cooley, 1902; Kinch, 1963; Mead, 1934; Stryker, 1969). On the other 
hand, while self-derogation theory has emphasized the effect of low self-concept on 
subsequent delinquent behavior , the theorists have also admitted that self-derogation is 
only a result of external problems. Parental influences have been posited as one of the 
important external factors that affect the self-attitudes in self-derogation theory (Gold, 
1978; Kaplan, 1980; Reckless et al” 1956). Some researchers urged incorporating external 
factors in the study of self-derogation theory and challenged that the effect of self-concept 
on delinquent behavior would be insignificant when compared with external factors ‘ 
(Tannenbaum, 1982; Wells & Rankin, 1983). Therefore, in the present study, the 1 
integrated model, including family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior, 
provided a more comprehensive investigation of delinquency acquisition and permitted 
assessment on the relative effects of family relationship and self-concept on adolescent 
delinquent behavior. 
3.2.5 Summary 
To conclude, the present study investigated the relationship among three 
constructs : family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior. The family 
relationship construct consisted of four variables : parental support, inductive control 
(discipline), coercive control, and monitoring. Self-concept was also treated as a 
multidimensional construct Six different domains of self-concept, i.e., global self-worth, 
scholastic competence, athletic competence, social acceptance, physical appearance, and 
behavioral conduct, were separately assessed. The delinquent behavior construct was 
treated as a single construct which consisted of different types of delinquent behavior. 
The relationships among these three constructs were mainly based on social 
conti-ol theory, coercion theory, symbolic interaction theory, and self-derogation theory. 
The present study hypothesized that family relationship construct affected self-concept 
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construct and self-concept construct, in turn, affected delinquent behavior construct. In 
addition, family relationship construct also had direct effects on delinquent behavior 
construct. 
In sum, the design of the framework in the present study was differed from 
previous studies in three aspects : (1) All the constructs were clearly redefined and 
carefully constructed in accordance with the above theories and empirical studies. (2) 
Since the relationships among these three constructs have been separately examined and 
supported in different studies, the integrated model in the study could provide a more 
comprehensive investigation of adolescent delinquency than studies based on a single 
theory. (3) The integrated model could provide a base to investigate the relative effects of 
family relationship and self-concept construct on delinquent behavior construct and to 
compare the direct effects of family relationship construct on delinquent behavior 





The present investigation was a cross-sectional sample survey on Chinese students 
in Hong Kong. Structural equation model (SEM) was used to examine the relation among 
family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior. In this chapter, survey 
instruments, subjects, procedure, research hypotheses, and design of data analysis were 
discussed. 
4A Survey instrument 
The data were collected from questionnaires administered to secondary students in 
the sampled schools. The questionnaire consisted of four parts: 
1. The students' personal demographic information. 
2. The measure of students' perception of family relationship. 
4. The measure of students' self-concept. 
5. The students' self-reported delinquent behavior. 
The instrument of each construct was described in the following sections. The reliability 




Summary of the characteristics of the instruments used in the present study 
� Estimated 
No. of reliability in the 
No. of response original scale' 
Instrument Source items categories (cronbach alpha) Validity 
Family relationship: 
Parental support Barnes & Farell 8 5 .80 - .84 NA 
(1992) 
Induction Barnes & Farell 3 5 .73 - .85 NA 
(1992) 
Monitoring Barnes &Fardl 2 5 .64 NA 
(1992) 
Coercion Barnes & Farell 3 5 .58 - .65 NA 
(1992) 
Self-concept: 
Global self-worth Harter (1988b) 5 4 .80 - .89 CON 
Scholastic competence Harter (1988b) 5 4 .77 - .91 CON 
Athletic competence Harter (1988b) 5 4 .86 - .92 CON 
Physical appearance Harter (1988b) 5 4 .84 - . 89 CON 
Social acceptance Harter (1988b) 5 4 .77 - .90 CON 
Behavioral conduct Harter (1988b) 5 4 .78 CON 
Delinquency: 
Misbehavior Leung & Lau 9 5 .79 CON 
(1989) 
Minor delinquent Ngai (1993) 15 5 .62 - .72 CRI 
behavior 
Serious delinquent Ngai (1993) 10 5 .60 -.61 CRI 
behavior 
Drug abuse Ngai (1993) 7 5 .60 - .79 CRI 
Note. NA = Not available 
CON = Construct validity of the scale has been examined with exploratory factor analysis. 
CRI = Criterion validity of the scale has been examined with correlation measure between 
respondents' scores and observers' ratings. 
I. 
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4,1,1 Family relationship 
The family relationship variables in this study were measured by the students' 
‘ perception because findings in previous studies consistently supported that the adolescents' 
perceptions on family relationship were more critical in predicting their self-concept and 
their behavior than actual or parents' perceived family relationship (e.g., Demo et al” 
1987; Gecas，1971; Gecas & Schwalbe，1986; Schludermann & Schludermann，1983). The 
scale was derived from the studies of Barnes and his colleagues (Barnes & Farell, 1992; 
Barnes, Farrell, & Caims，1986). The original scale was developed for interview coding. 
In the present study, the items were in a 5-point Likert scale with scores ranging from 1 
"never" to 5 "always". A higher score indicated a higher degree of students' perceived 
parental support, induction, coercion, or monitoring. In the present study, the scale was 
carefully translated into Chinese by two independent translators and back-translated by 
another translator. The results of a pilot test generally supported the validity and reliability 
of the Chinese version scale. The operational definition of each subscale derived from the 
original scale was as follows. 
Support. The scale of support measured the parental behaviors toward the 
adolescent which indicated to him/her that the adolescent was valued, accepted, and loved 
by his/her parents. The scale consisted of 8 items. 
Inductive control (discipline). The scale of inductive control measured the 
parental behaviors toward the adolescent with the intent of obtaining voluntary compliance 
to parents' desires. The scale consisted of 3 items. 
Coercive control The scale of coercive control measured the direct and arbitrary 
application of force by the parents to the adolescent after he/she had disobeyed the parents 
or done something that the parents did not approve of. The scale consists of 3 items. 
Monitoring. The scale of monitoring measured how much information the parents 




Self-concept was defined as an individual's perception of himself/herself (Byrne, 
‘ 1984; Felker, 1974; Shavelson et al” 1976). The present study adopted the 
multidimensional self-concept model developed by Harter (1985; 1986; 1988a; 1988b). 
The measure of student's self-concept was based on the Self-Perception Profile for 
Adolescents (SPPA) developed by Harter (1988b). The SPPA included separate measures 
of perceived competence or adequacy in different domains as well as an independent 
assessment of one's global self-worth. 
The questions of the SPPA were presented in a "structured alternative format" 
in which the adolescent was presented with the following type of question : 
Really Sort of ， S o j t o f 
True True 广“二 True 
for Me for Me far Me for Me 
Some teenagers do very well BUT Other teenagers don't do very 
at their classwork well at their classwork. 
Adolescents were first asked to decide which kind of teenagers they were most 
like: the ones described on the right or on the left. Then they should decide whether the 
description on that scale was "sort of true" or "really true" for them. This question format 
was designed to reduce the adolescents' tendency to give socially desirable responses. 
Each of the subscale contained 5 items. Each item was scored on a scale from 1 to 4， 
where 4 represented the most adequate self-judgment and 1 represented the least adequate 
self-judgment. Items within each subscale were counter-balanced such that 2 or 3 items 
were worded with the most adequate statement on the left and the remaining 2 or 3 items 
were worded with the most adequate statement on the right. In the present study, the 
Chinese version of the SPPA was adopted from an unpublished study conducted in Hong 
Kong. The findings of the pilot study supported that this Chinese version was suitable for 
Hong Kong students. 
Five specific domains of self-concept and global self-worth of the SPPA were 
adopted to measure the student's self-concept in the present study. The operational 
definition of each domain derived from the original scale was as follows. 
Global self-worth. This subscale tapped the extent to which the adolescent liked 
oneself as a person, was happy the way one was leading one's life, and was generally 
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happy with the way one was. Thus, it constituted a global judgment of one's worth as a 
person, rather than domain-specific competence or adequacy. 
> Scholastic competence. This subscale tapped the adolescent's perception of his/her 
competence or ability within the realm of scholastic performance. -
Athletic competence. This subscale tapped the adolescent's perception of his/her 
athletic ability and competence at sport. 
Social acceptance. This subscale tapped the degree to which the adolescent was 
accepted by peers, felt popular, had a lot of friends, and felt that he/she was easy to like. 
Physical appearance. This subscale tapped the degree to which the adolescent 
was happy with the way he/she looked, liked one's body, and felt that he/she was good-
looking. 
Behavioral conduct This subscale tapped the degree to which one liked the way 
he/she behaved, did the right thing, acted the way he/she was supposed to, and avoided 
getting into trouble. 
Besides the high internal consistency reliability of each subscale, the results of 
exploratory factor analyses in four different samples reported in the original scale also 
supported the domain-specific subscales as separate factors of one's self-concept. Across 
the samples, the factor patterns were very clear, revealing that each of the specific 
subscales defined its own factor. The factor loadings for each subscale were substantial, 
and there were no cross-loadings greater than .30. 
4.L3 Delinquent behavior 
Delinquent behavior was defined as a behavior that violated the norms set by the 
society (Kratcoski & Kratcoski, 1990). In the present study, adolescent delinquent 
behavior was measured by a self-reported delinquent behavior scale. Since many juvenile 
delinquent behaviors were underreported and undetected, most of the studies found that a 
self-reported measure of juvenile delinquency could measure the delinquent behavior more 
accvirately than official records (Bynum & Thompson, 1989; Hagan, 1985; Hindelang et 
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al , 1982; Kaplan, 1984; Rogers & Mays，1987; Shapland, 1978; Thornton & Viogt, 
1992). 
‘ The self-reported delinquent behavior scale employed in this study was mainly 
derived by Ngai (1993). The scale was specially developed for Hong Kong adolescents. It 
consisted of 32 items constituting 3 dimensions : serious delinquent behavior, minor 
delinquent behavior, and drug abuse. In addition, the study also added a juvenile 
misbehavior subscale to represent less serious forms of problem behaviors which were not 
identified as official delinquent behavior in a legal sense. The misbehavior subscale was 
derived from Leung and Lau (1989). The problem behaviors in the scale were familiar to 
school children and in minor forms were likely to have been committed by many students. 
The original scale consisted of 15 problem behaviors. Since 6 of them were legally defined 
as delinquent acts and overlapped with the minor delinquent behavior subscale, only 9 
problem behaviors were adopted in this subscale. 
As criticized by Elliott and Ageton (1980), the frequent use of normative 
responses categories in self-reported delinquency scales, such as "often", "sometimes", and 
"occasionally", were open to wide variations in interpretation by respondents. Therefore, 
the self-reported delinquent behavior scale in this study clearly specified the number of 
delinquent behavior represented by the 5-point scale, in which "0" represented none, "1" 
represented 1 to 5 times, "2" represented 6 to 10 times, "3" represented 11 to 15 times, 
and "4" represented over 15 times. The respondents were asked to indicate how many 
times they have committed the delinquent behaviors listed in the questionnaire in the past 
one year. The greater the score, the higher level of delinquent behavior was. Since the 
scale was treated as a checklist, all the item scores of each subscales were added and 
averaged to form the misbehavior, minor delinquent behavior, serious delinquent behavior, 
and drug abuse scores. 
The operational definition of each subscale derived from the original scale was as 
follows. 
Misbehavior, The subscale contained 9 items, indicating less serious problem 
behaviors which would not cause the offenders to be arrested or prosecuted if committed. 
Since the results of pilot study indicated that two items in this subscale were not suitable 
for measuring student misbehavior, two other common misbehaviors among Hong Kong 
students were employed to replace the two original items. 
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Minor delinquent behavior. The subscale contained 15 items indicating status 
offenses as well as less serious criminal behavior. 
� Serious delinquent behavior. The subscale contained 10 items indicating criminal 
behavior that could have detrimental effects on victims or other members of the 
community. 
Drug abuse. The scale contained 7 items indicating the use of dangerous drugs or 
other psychotropic substances without the prescriptions of medical practitioners. 
42 Subjects 
A total of 579 students were sampled, including 318 boys and 261 girls. All 
subjects were Chinese and their age ranged from 12 to 15. The subjects were selected 
from four secondary schools. Two F. 1 (Grade 7) classes and two F.3 (Grade 9) classes 
were randomly chosen in each school. All students in the intact classes were selected as 
subjects. Since the findings in previous studies showed that students who had deficient 
academic skills and poor academic performance were more likely to commit delinquent 
behavior than academically competent students (Farnwort et al” 1985; Engel, 1992; 
Vaughn et al” 1993)，schools with different banding (Band 1，2, 4, 5) were evenly 
included to avoid bias in the sample. 
Although there was no widely established rule to determine the minimum necessary 
sample size in running a structural equation model, some researchers suggested that the 
number should be larger than 200 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Boomsma, 1983). Another 
guideline suggested by Bollen (1989) was that the greater the number of free parameters 
in a model, the greater the sample size should be. He recommended that there should be at 
least several cases per free parameter in a study. Since there were 110 free parameters in 
the final model proposed in this study (see section 5.2.2 structural equation model), these 
general criteria of sample size were satisfied. 
43 Procedure 
. T h e questionnaires were administered to the subjects during a regular class period 
by their teacher. Before administering the questionnaires to students, all participated 
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teachers had received a briefing held by the researcher of this study. Before the students 
completed the questionnaires, standardized instructions were read aloud to them and 
students could ask questions. Subjects were told that all the collected data were 
‘ confidential and used for academic research only. They should give their responses 
anonymously. The whole procedure took about half an hour. • 
44 Research hypotheses 
The purpose of the present study was to examine the relation among family 
relationship, adolescents self-concept, and delinquent behavior. The integrated model was 
derived from social control theory, coercion theory, symbolic interaction theory and self-
derogation theory. Based on the theories, four hypotheses were specifically posited in the 
study. These hypotheses were mainly used for specifying the SEM in the study. The model 
was a nonrecursive model. The directions of the relation among the latent variables were 
specified in accordance with the theories. But it should be noted that these causal 
relationships among the variables could not be established in this cross-sectional study. 
HI : Based on the social control theory and coercion theory, family relationship variables, 
i.e., support, induction, coercion, and monitoring, had direct effects on adolescent 
delinquent behavior. 
H l . l : Support, induction, and monitoring had negative direct effects on delinquent 
behavior. 
H1.2 : Coercion had a positive direct effect on delinquent behavior. 
H2 : Based on the symbolic interaction theory, family relationship variables, i.e., support, 
induction, coercion, and monitoring, had direct effects on adolescent different self-concept 
domains, i.e., scholastic competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical 
appearance, behavioral conduct, and global self-worth. 
H2.1 : Support, induction, and monitoring had positive direct effects on adolescent 
self-concept. 
H2.2 : Coercion had a negative direct effect on adolescent self-concept. 
H2.3 : Among various self-concept domains, scholastic competence, social 
acceptance, behavioral conduct, and global self-worth were related to family 
relationship. 
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H3 ： Based on the self-derogation theory, different self-concept domains, i.e., scholastic 
competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, behavioral 
conduct, and global self-worth, had different direct effects on delinquent behavior. 
• H 3 . 1 : Scholastic competence and behavioral conduct had negative direct effects on 
delinquent behavior. • 
H 3 . 2 : Social acceptance and athletic competence had positive direct effect on 
delinquent behavior. 
H 3 . 3 : Physical appearance and global self-worth had no direct effect on delinquent 
behavior. 
H 4 : Based on the integrated model which combined social control, coercion, symbolic 
interaction, and self-derogation theory, it was hypothesized that family relationship 
variables (i.e., support, induction, coercion, and monitoring) had indirect effects on 
delinquent behavior mediated through various self-concept domains (i.e., scholastic 
competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, behavioral 
conduct, and global self-worth). 
4.5 Statistical analysis 
Before testing the hypothesized model, a series of preliminary analysis, including 
descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, t-test, correlation, and exploratory factor 
analysis, were done. These preliminary statistics aimed to provide initial information of the 
data. 
In order to estimate the theoretical model in this study, the technique of structural 
equation modeling was employed. The analyses were performed with the LISREL VIII 
program (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). A structural equation model (SEM) is a model for 
the analysis of covariance structures. It attempts to explain the relationship among a set of 
observed variables (indicators) in terms of a generally smaller number of nonobserved 
variables (latent variables). The relationships among the observed variables are 
characterized by the covariance among those variables, contained in the matrix. Using a 
measurement model linking the observed variables to the latent variables, and a structural 
model relating the latent variables, an analysis of the covariance matrix is made to describe 
its structure (Long, 1984). 
t, 
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SEM is advantageous when compared with the conventional analytic methods. To 
illustrate, it mainly achieves its advantages by consisting of two parts : (1) the 
measurement model for confirmatory factor analysis, and (2) the structural equation model 
‘ for causal analysis (Bollen & Long, 1993; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988): 
First, the measurement model is important in accounting for measurement errors. 
Since research in social and behavioral sciences often measures such abstractions as 
people's behaviors, attitudes, feelings, and motivations, it is inevitable for most of the 
employed measures to contain sizable measurement errors. However, the conventional 
methods typically use single score to infer each construct and fail to take the measurement 
errors into account. In contrast, the measurement model in SEM specifies how the latent 
variables are measured in terms of the observed variables and allows us to take the 
measurement errors into account. Moreover, it describes the measurement properties 
(validities and reliabilities) of the observed variables. 
Second, the structural equation model deals with the structural relation among the 
latent variables and describes the amount of explained and unexplained variance. The 
model includes a set of simultaneous equations that are assumed to represent the structural 
relations among the latent variables and that the observed variables are indicators of the 
latent variables. In this way, the structural equation model translates the hypothesized 
patterns of causal relationship, which are based on theories or previous researches, into a 
mathematical model that can be estimated and tested. 
4,5 J Model specification 
As suggested by the researchers (Bollen & Long，1993; Joreskog, 1993), there 
were generally four steps in most of the applications of SEM : model specification, 
estimation of the model, fit testing, and model respecification. This section mainly 
discussed the model specification of the study. 
1. Measurement model 
The measurement model in the study consisted of 11 latent variables, including 4 
latent exogenous variables © , i.e., 4 family relationship variables and 7 latent endogenous 
variables (”），i.e., delinquent behavior and 6 domains of self-concept. The latent variables 
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were measured by 50 indicators, including 16 observed exogenous variables (x) and 34 
observed endogenous variables (y). Measurement error for each indicator was also 
measured in the model, including 16 measurement errors (5) for the observed exogenous 
� variables and 34 measurement errors (e) for the observed endogenous variables. There 
were 4 parameter matrices in the measurement model that specified the relation between 
the latent variables and observed variables. 
(a) Lambda-x matrix (LX Xx) specifies the coefficients relating observed 
exogenous variables to latent exogenous variables. There were 4 latent exogenous 
variables in the LX matrix. The support construct (^1) was measured by 8 observed 
variables (xl - x8), the induction construct ( � 2 ) was measured by 3 observed variables (x9 
- x l l ) , the coercion construct (^3) was measured by 3 observed variables (xl2 - xl4), and 
the monitoring construct (^4) was measured by 2 observed variables (xl5 - xl6). The 
study hypothesized that the observed exogenous variables had non-zero loadings on the 
latent exogenous variables they were designed to measure and zero loadings on the other 
latent exogenous variables. 
(b) Lambda-y matrix (LY Xy) specifies the coefficients relating observed 
endogenous variables to latent endogenous variables. There were 7 latent endogenous 
variables in the LY matrix. One of the endogenous variables was delinquent behavior (rjl). 
It was measured by 4 observed variables (yl - y4). The other 6 endogenous variables were 
different domains of self-concept, i.e., scholastic competence (ri2), social acceptance (r|3), 
athletic competence (ri4), physical appearance (”5), behavioral conduct (r|6), and global 
self-worth (r\7). Each domain was measured by 5 observed variables (y5 - y34). The study 
hypothesized that the observed endogenous variables had non-zero loadings on the latent 
endogenous variables they were designed to measure and zero loadings on the other latent 
endogenous variables. 
(c) Theta-delta matrix (TD 05) is the covariance matrix of delta (8) which 
represents the measurement error for each observed exogenous variable. Since there were 
16 exogenous observed variables, there were also 16 delta (61 - 616) in the model. The 
study hypothesized that these measurement errors were not correlated with each other. 
(d) Theta-epsilon matrix (TE 0e) is the covariance matrix of epsilon (8) which 
represents the measurement error for each observed endogenous variable. Since there 
were 34 observed endogenous variables, there were also 34 epsilon (el - e34) in the 
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model. The study hypothesized that these measurement errors were not correlated with 
each other. 
2. Structural equation model ‘ 
The structural equation model (SEM) specified the structural relation among 
family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior. As noted earlier, the study 
proposed four hypotheses for the relation between different latent variables in accordance 
with the four reviewed theories. The model specification was mainly based on these four 
hypotheses. Apart from the 4 parameter matrices which were mentioned in the 
measurement model, the structural equation model also consisted of 4 parameter matrices 
that specified the structural relation among the latent variables. The important paths 
between the latent variables are illustrated in Fig. 4.1. 
(a) Gamma matrix (GA 厂）is the coefficient matrix for latent exogenous variables 
and latent endogenous variables. It specifies the causal relationships between latent 
endogenous variables and latent exogenous variables. Based on social control theory and 
coercion theory, Hypothesis 1 posited that the family relationship constructs had direct 
effects on adolescent delinquent behavior. Thus, the gamma coefficient of support on 
delinquent behavior (yll), induction on delinquent behavior (yl2), coercion on delinquent 
behavior (yl3), and monitoring on delinquent behavior (丫 14) were free to be estimated. In 
addition, based on symbolic interaction theory, Hypothesis 2 posited that the 4 family 
relationship constructs had direct effects on adolescent scholastic competence, social 
acceptance, behavioral conduct, and global self-worth. Thus, these 16 gamma coefficients 
Cy21，731，y61, y / l , y22, ^32, y62, Y72, y23, y33, ^63，Y73, 724, y34, 764, y74) were also 
free to be estimated. 
(b) Beta matrix (BA (3) is the coefficient matrix for latent endogenous variables. It 
specifies the causal relationships between latent endogenous variables. Based on the self-
derogation theory, Hypothesis 3 posited that scholastic competence, social acceptance, 
athletic competence, and behavioral conduct had direct effects on adolescent delinquent 
behavior. Thus, these 4 beta coefficients ((312, (313, (314, (316) were free to be estimated. 
(c) Phi matrix (PH 中）is the covariance matrix of latent exogenous variables. It 
specifies the correlation among latent exogenous variables. The study hypothesized that 
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the 4 family relationship constructs were correlated with each other. Thus, all the paths in 
the phi matrix were free to be estimated. 
‘ (d) Psi matrix (PS y) is the covariance matrix of latent endogenous variables. It 
specifies the correlation among latent endogenous variables. The study hypothesized that 
the 6 self-concept constructs were correlated with each other. Thus, except the psi 
coefficients of different self-concept constructs and delinquent behavior, all paths in the psi 
matrix were free to be estimated. 
(e) Indirect effects of 4 family relationship constructs on delinquent behavior: 
The present study proposed that by integrating the social control, coercion, symbolic 
interaction, and self-derogation theory, the relation among family relationship, self-
concept, and delinquency construct could be combined in an integrated model. Based on 
this integrated model, Hypothesis 4 posited that apart from the direct effects proposed in 
different theories, the 4 family relationship constructs had indirect effects on delinquent 
behavior mediated through different self-concept constructs. Thus, the indirect and total 
effects of the latent variables were also computed for the model 
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Figure 4.1 
The initial model showing the important relationship among the constructs in the 
study 
Note, The 4 latent exogenous variables (^) and 7 latent endogenous variables (T|) are indicated 
by circles. The single-headed arrows going from left to right represent the structural relationship 
between latent exogenous variables and the latent endogenous variables (7), as well as the 
structural relationship between latent endogenous variables (p). 
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4,5.2 Estimation，evaluation of fit, and modification of the model 
The theoretical model to be tested in this study was specified in the last section. 
‘ After specified, the model was examined with the LISREL computer program. In this 
study, the maximum likelihood fitting function was used. (It is the most widely used fitting 
function for general structural equation models and has desirable asymptotic properties. 
For further discussion, please refer to Bollen, 1989). 
The assessment of model fit was mainly based on two information provided by the 
SEM program. 
First, the fit of the initial model was assessed by examining values of the 
parameters. The t value and standard error of each parameter were also considered. The 
estimate of each individual parameter was checked to see if there were any unreasonable 
values or other anomalies. Each parameter estimate should have the reasonable sign and 
size according to a priori specification. 
Second, the measures of overall fit of the model were estimated. There are a 
number of goodness-of-fit measures available in the LISREL program. Since there has 
been controversy about how to determine whether the fit is sufficient to support a model, 
researchers suggested that one should carefully choose the fit indexes and not rely only on 
one index (Bollen & Long, 1993). The chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic is one of the 
most widely used measures. In general, the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic is used for 
formal tests of statistical significance. It tests the null hypothesis that the observed 
covariance matrix is generated by the hypothesized model, against the alternative 
hypothesis that the covariance matrix is an unrestricted covariance matrix. Rejecting this 
hypothesis indicates that the model does not adequately reproduce the observed 
covariance matrix. Therefore, a small chi-square corresponds to good fit and a large chi-
square corresponds to bad fit (Long, 1984; Jorsekog, 1993). 
However, since the chi-square statistic can be affected by the sample size and 
parameters, it has been challenged by many researchers. A lot of goodness-of-fit indexes 
were then developed to provide assessment of model fit. In the present study, the non-
normed fit index (NNFI or TLI; Rentier & Bonett, 1980) and normed comparative fit 
index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) were employed. As suggested by the researchers, NNFI is 
relatively independent of sample size and penalty for model complexity and CFI is 
relatively independent of sample size (For further discussion about the goodness-of-fit 
72 
indexes, please refer to Rentier, 1990; Bentler & Bonett，1980; Joreskog, 1993; Marsh, 
1990; McDonald & Marsh, 1990). NNFI and CFI are mainly used to estimate the variance 
explained by the a priori model. In general, the higher NNFI and CFI indicate a better fit 
‘ of the model. Although there are no clearly established rules as to what constitutes a good 
fit, a widely applied guideline for these two indexes is .90 (Bentler, 1990; Bentler & 
Bonett, 1980; Marsh & (JNell，1984; McDonald & Marsh，1990). 
After the estimation and evaluation of fit, the study also attempted to improve the 
goodness of fit for the model by making model modification. In general, inspection of the 
modification indexes (MI) for the fixed parameters provides important information to 
determine the model modification. Each modification index measures how much chi-
square is expected to decrease if a particular constrained parameter is set free and the 
model is reestimated. The largest modification index indicates which parameter may be set 
free to improve the fit maximally. Based on the substantive theories and the modification 
indexes, some particular constrained parameters were set free to improve the model fit. 
After the modification, the respecified model was estimated again. These four general 
steps, i.e., model specification, estimation, fit testing, and respecification, could be 




5.1 Preliminary analysis 
A series of preliminary analyses, including reliability estimates of the family 
relationship scale, self-concept scale and delinquent behavior scale, descriptive statistics of 
the various family relationship variables, self-concept domains, and different kinds of 
delinquent behavior, gender and grade differences on these variables, intercorrelations 
among these variables, and exploratory factor analyses for the three scales, were 
conducted. The results of these analyses were summarized below. 
5.L1 Reliability of the instruments 
Table 5.1 shows the internal consistency estimates of reliability for the scales used 
in the study. Generally speaking, the scales showed moderate internal consistency, as 
indicated by Cronbach's coefficients alpha. However, the scales for measuring scholastic 
competence, behavioral conduct, and global self-worth obtained relatively low internal 
consistency in the study. The construct validity of these three scales was further discussed 
in the sections of exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. 
5.1.2 Descriptive statistics of the variables 
The means and standard deviations of the variables used in the study are also 
shown in Table 5.1. The results provided an initial description for the family relationship, 
self-concept, and delinquent behavior among Hong Kong adolescents. 
The five family relationship variables were scored in a 5-point scale. The higher the 
score, the greater the degree of students' perceived parental support, induction, coercion, 
or monitoring. Table 5.1 shows that the mean ratings of the five family relationship 
variables ranged from 2.51 to 3.65, revealing that the general family relationship among 
the $itudents was moderately good. 
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Table 5.1 
The internal consistency estimates, means and standard deviations for the instruments 
in the study 
V 
No. of Cronbach Mean Standard 
Scale items alpha rating deviation 
Support 8 .81 2.75 .64 
Coercive Control 3 .74 2.51 .80 
Inductive Control 3 .66 3.17 .77 
Monitoring 2 .77 3.65 .97 
Scholastic Competence 5 .50 2.45 .50 
Social Acceptance 5 .73 2.80 ‘ .59 
Athletic Competence 5 .76 2.46 .68 
Physical Appearance 5 .76 2.32 .61 
Behavioral Conduct 5 .57 2.70 .53 
Global Self-Worth 5 .61 2.61 .55 
Misbehavior 9 .85 .70 .75 
Minor Delinquent Behavior 15 .83 .09 .23 
Serious Delinquent Behavior 10 .86 .03 .16 
Drug Abuse 7 ^ m .16 
«• 
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The six self-concept variables were scored in a 4-point scale. A higher score 
indicated that the student had higher degree of self-concept in that domain. Table 5.2 
shows that the mean ratings of the five self-concept variables ranged from 2.32 to 2.80. 
‘ The results revealed that the students' self-concept was quite positive in each domain. 
The problem of adolescent delinquency was the main concern in this study. In 
general, the problem was not serious among the students. Table 5.2 shows that the mean 
ratings of four different kinds of delinquent behaviors are below "1". This finding indicated 
that, on the average, the students only committed these delinquent behaviors less than five 
times in the past one year. Specifically, misbehavior was reported to be the most 
commonly engaged types of delinquent behavior whereas serious delinquent behavior and 
drug abuse were reported to be seldom committed. As the students in the sample were 
drawn from the normal school population, such low frequencies obtained in these two 
subscales were reasonable. 
Table 5.2 presents the 15 most frequently committed delinquent behaviors among 
the students. Nearly all of them were classified as misbehaviors or minor delinquent 
behaviors. The most frequently committed problem behaviors were talking in foul 
language, followed by breaking the classroom regulations, gambling, confronting teachers 
during classes, drinking alcohol, and fighting with classmates ... etc. Although the mean 
ratings of these problem behaviors were not very high, over one third of the students 
admitted that they had committed these behavior. The results indicated that less serious 
delinquent behaviors were prevalent among the students. 
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Table 5.2 
The 15 most frequently committed delinquent behaviors 
Rank Delinquent behavior Mean rating % of students 
1 Talking in foul language 1.58 67.1 
2 Breaking the classroom regulations 1.24 66.3 
3 Gambling .74 37.0 
4 Confronting with teachers in classes .60 32.8 
5 Drinking alcohol .52 28.8 
6 Fighting with classmates .50 32.8 
7 Seeing pornographic movies and books .41 26.0 
8 Cheating in examinations .38 25.0 
9 Smoking .34 12.6 
10 Behaving unruly in public places .19 14.4 
11 Staying away from home without the .17 9.1 
permission of parents 
12 Fighting with someone because of bad .15 9.6 
mood 
13 Damaging public property .13 9.1 
14.5 Damaging the seats in public places .10 8.0 
14.5 Taking mail from others' mail box .10 6.6 
77 
5,13 Gender and grade differences 
To explore possible gender and grade differences on the variables in the study, 
� each variable was separately evaluated by two-way ANOVA. The findings indicated that 
no significant gender by grade interaction effect was found from the variables. Therefore, 
only the main effects of gender and grade differences on the variables were discussed in 
this section. Table 5.3 presents the results of ANOVA. 
Regarding grade differences, F.l and F.3 students only differed significantly in 
their self-concept in athletic competence. It was interesting to find that younger students 
had more confidence on their athletic competence than older students. Considering the 
family relationship of the students, grade differences were found among all the four family 
relationship variables. Younger students perceived their parents as more supportive, 
coercive, inductive, and exerting more monitoring on them than older students. On the 
other hand, older students committed more misbehaviors than younger students. 
There were also interesting gender differences on the variables. Regarding the 
variables of family relationship, boys perceived their parents as more coercive than girls 
whereas girls perceived their parents as exerting more monitoring on them than boys. 
Regarding the different self-concept domains, boys obtained higher self-concept in 
scholastic competence, athletic competence, and physical appearance than girls whereas 
girls had higher self-concept in behavioral conduct than boys. This finding indicated that 
boys had more confidence in their competence and appearance than girls whereas girls 
perceived themselves as more conforming than boys. The difference between boys and 
girls in their behavioral conduct was supported by the differences in their engagement in 
delinquent behavior. The result indicated that boys committed more delinquent behaviors 
than girls in all subscales, except drug abuse. 
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Table 5.3 
Gender and grade differences on variables in the study 
F F (2-way 
Variable Group mean (Main effect) interaction) df 
Family Relat ionship: 
Support Boys 2.73 .58 .30 3, 557 
Girls 2.78 
F.l 2.83 9.10** 
F.3 2.66 
Induction Boys 3.23 3.98 .19 3, 571 
Girls 3.11 
F.l 3.25 7.38** 
F.3 3.08 
Coercion Boys 2.66 23.97*** 1.20. 3, 570 
Girls 2.34 
F.l 2.60 9.61** 
F.3 2.41 
Monitoring Boys 3.51 13.74*** .00 3, 567 
Girls 3.82 
F.l 3.74 5.48* 
F.3 3.53 
Sclf-concept: 
Scholastic Competence Boys 2.51 9.21** 1.56 3, 485 
Girls 2.38 
F.l 2.44 .31 
F.3 2.46 
Social Acceptance Boys 2.85 3.49 .08 3, 492 
Girls 2.75 
F.l 2.82 1.60 
F.3 2.76 
Athletic Competence Boys 2.61 30.72*** .53 3, 491 
Girls 2.29 
F.l 2.52 5.13* 
F.3 2.39 
Physical Appearance Boys 2.37 6.64** .18 3, 498 
Girls 2.24 
F.l 2.33 .53 
F.3 2.29 
Behavioral Conduct Boys 2.64 6.52** .58 3, 492 
Girls 2.77 




Gender and grade differences on variables in the study (Cont'd) 
F F (2-way 
Variable Group mean (Main effect) interaction) df 
Global Self-Worth Boys 2.63 1.17 .76 3, 498 
Girls 2.58 
F.l 2.64 3.02 
F.3 2.56 
Delinquent Behavior: 
Misbehavior Boys .89 49.95*** 1.75 3, 561 
Girls .46 
F.l .55 23.38*** 
F.3 .87 
Minor Delinquent Behavior Boys .13 19.40*** .05 3，566 
Girls .05 
F.l .07 4.51* 
F.3 .12 
Serious Delinquent Behavior Boys .05 5.56* .12 3，566 
Girls .01 
F.l .02 .55 
F.3 .04 
Drug Abuse Boys .03 1.88 .86 3, 566 
Girls .01 
F.l .02 .36 
F.3 .01 
Note. * p< .05 **p< .01 *** p< .001 
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5.1.4 Intercorrelation among the variables 
The zero-order correlations among the variables measured in the study are 
- presented in Table 5.4. The correlation among variables in different categories initially 
supported the proposed relationship among the variables. 
In general, family relationship variables were moderately and positively correlated 
with self-concept variables and negatively correlated with delinquent behavior. In addition, 
some of the self-concept variables were also found to be correlated with delinquent 
behavior. Coercion was the only exceptional family relationship variable. It was negatively 
correlated with self-concept variables and positively correlated with delinquent behavior. 
Among the four family relationship variables, support had the strongest correlation with 
different self-concept domains whereas monitoring was more strongly correlated with 
different delinquent behaviors than other family relationship variables. On the other hand, 
only three of the self-concept domains were related to delinquent behavior. Behavioral 
conduct and global self-worth were negatively correlated with delinquent behavior but 
athletic competence was positively correlated with delinquent behavior. 
5./.5 Dimensions of the constructs in exploratory factor analysis 
Two separate exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were performed for the scales of 
family relationship and self-concept to initially estimate whether the factors posited in the 
scales could be identified. Since delinquent behaviors were measured in a checklist rather 
than a scale, no EFA was done for this construct. 
Regarding the scales for measuring family relationship, one-factor to four factor 
models were examined in the EFA using principal axis factoring with varimax rotation. 
Considering the substantive content of the items and factors, the four-factor model was 
adopted because it was the most interpretable one and corresponded more closely with the 
proposed pattern of the original scale. The varimax-rotated four-factor solution is shown 
in Table 5.5. It accounted for 46% of the variance. The proposed four family relationship 




Correlation among the variables measured in the study 
SUP COE IMP MON SCH SOC ATH APP BEH GSW MIS MIN SER 
Family Rglationsliip 
COE -.17** 1.00 
IND .60** .01 1.00 
MON .50** -.06 .38** 1.00 
Self-concept 
SCH .16* -.11* .12* .14* 1.00 
SOC .14* -.09 .11* .07 .34** 1.00 
ATH .04 .04 .02 .05 .25** .37** 1.00 
APP .14* -.08 .08 .07 .31** .32** .28** 1.00 
BEH .17** -.16* .11 .27** .24** .19** -.01 .27** 1.00 
GSW .32** -.18** .24** .20** .34** .33** .12* .40** .41** 1.00 
Delinquent Behavior 
MIS -.21** .11* -.15* -.31** .09 .04 .13* -.03 -.30** -.13* 1.00 
MIN -.20** .10 -.07 -.18** -.02 -.05 .05 -.09 -.19** -.12* .50** 1.00 
SER -.08 .07 - .02 -.12* -.05 -.02 .04 -.04 -.13* -.04 .34** .58** 1.00 
DRU -.03 .01 .01 -.06 -.06 - .02 .01 - .02 -.04 .01 .18** .46** .73** 
Note. SUP = Support; COE = Coercion; IND = Induction; MON = Monitoring; SCH = Scholastic competence; 
SOC = Social acceptance; ATH = Athletic competence; APP = Physical appearance; BEH = Behavioral conduct; 
GSW = Global self-worth; MIS = Misbehavior; MIN = Minor delinquent behavior; SER = Serious delinquent 
behavior; DRU = Drug abuse 
* p< .05 ** p< .01 
I. 
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As presented in Table 5.5, Factor 1 corresponded to the support construct, Factor 
2 corresponded to the induction construct, Factor 3 corresponded to the coercion 
construct, and Factor 4 corresponded to the monitoring construct. This finding generally 
• supported the proposed four family relationship variables as valid and distinct constructs in 
the study. However, some items of the support and induction construct (S6, II) had 
cross-loadings on both Factors 1 and 2, indicating that the two constructs might have 
some overlapping areas. 
Regarding the scales for measuring self-concept, one-factor to six-factor models 
were examined in the EFA using principal axis factoring with varimax rotation. 
Considering the substantive content of the items and factors, the six-factor model was 
adopted because it was the most interpretable one and corresponded more closely with the 
proposed pattern of the original scale. The varimax-rotated six-factor solution is shown in 
Table 5.6. It accounted for 48% of the variance. Some of the proposed self-concept 
domains in Harter's multidimensional self-concept model (Harter, 1988b) clearly emerged 
in the EFA. However, the problem of cross-loading appeared in some items, indicating 
that some self-concept scales might not be clearly distinct from each other. 
As presented in Table 5.6, Factor 1，2 , and 3 exactly corresponded to the physical 
appearance, athletic competence, and social acceptance domain, respectively. In addition, 
Factor 5 consisted of 4 items in behavioral conduct domain and Factor 6 consisted of 4 
items in global self-worth domain. This finding indicated that the self-concept domains 
proposed by Harter were generally supported as valid and distinct constructs. However, 
the proposed scholastic competence domain did not emerge in the EFA. Four of the items 
measuring this domain did not significantly load on any factor (SCI, SC7, SC13, SC19) 
and one of the items (SC25) loaded on Factor 4. Factor 4 consisted of items from global 
self-worth, behavioral conduct, and scholastic competence. Referring to the content of 




Varimax-rotated four-factor solution of the family relationship scales 
Factor 






56 .53 .34 
52 .51 
53 .48 
11 .40 .40 
IncJuytiQn 
12 .77 








M2 .33 .70 
Eigenvalue 4.47 1.61 .78 .46 
Note, Factor loadings of magnitude less than .30 are omitted. 
SI - S8 are items posited in the support construct; CI - C3 are items posited in the coercion 




Varimax-rotated six-factor solution of the self-concept scales 
Factor 









SCI 5 .68 
SC9 .60 
SC27 .60 
SC21 .42 .31 
Social Acceptance 
SC8 .61 








SCI 8 .44 .36 
Peliavioral Conduct 
SC23 .55 




SC6 .30 .46 
SC12 .45 
SC30 .36 
Eigenvalue 5.63 2.78 1.83 1.47 1.38 1.23 
Note. Factor loadings of magnitude less than .30 are omitted. 
SCI, SC7，SC13, SC19, SC25 are items posited in the scholastic competence construct; SC2, 
SC8, SC14, SC20, SC26 are items posited in the social acceptance construct; SC3, SC9, SC15, 
SC21, SC27 are items posited in the athletic competence construct; SC4, SCIO, SC16, SC22, 
SC28 are items posited in the physical appearance construct; SC5, SCll , SC17, SC23, SC29 are 
items posited in the behavioral conduct construct; SC6, SC12, SC18, SC24, SC30 are items 
, posited in the global self-worth construct. 
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5.2 Structural equation modeling 
The theoretical model in the study was tested by using structural equation 
modeling. The measurement model was estimated first and some latent variables were 
respecified. Then the relation among the latent variables was estimated in the structural 
equation model (SEM). 
5.2.1 Measurement model 
The latent variables in the study were categorized into three sets : latent variables 
of family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior. CFA was separately done for 
each set of latent variables to provide initial estimates for the measurement model Table 7 
shows the goodness of fit for the measurement models of each set of latent variables. In 
general, the goodness of fit for each model was moderately high. Some modifications were 
then made to improve the model fit and the structure of constructs. The modifications 
were mainly guided by the substantive theories, goodness-of-fit indexes, modification 
indexes (MI), and the lambda coefficients (LX and LY) in the CFA. In addition, the results 
in EFA were also considered. The measurement model of each set of latent variables were 
discussed in turn. 
1. Family relationship variables 
CFA was done for the measurement model of the four family relationship 
variables, i.e., support, coercion, induction, and monitoring. As presented in Table 5.7，the 
goodness of fit for the model was moderately high (NNFI = .887; CFI = .908). However, 
inspection of the modification indexes (MI) showed that the problem of cross-loading was 
quite serious for the induction scale. The finding of CFA showed that two items of the 
construct (11 & 13) cross-loaded on the support and coercion construct. Similarly, the 
finding of EFA also indicated that there were some overlappings between the support and 
induction construct. These findings led to a reexamination of the substantive content of the 
induction scale and the concept of parental induction. It was found that the content of the 
three items in the induction scale were quite similar to the content of the support scale. 
Indeed, the wording of 12 largely overlapped with an item in the support scale (S8). 
Moreover, the concepts of support and induction had some overlappings, too. 
Bothconstructs emphasized the parents' nurturance and guidance to their child. These 
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problems suggested that induction was not a distinct construct and could not be 
differentiated from other family relationship variables, especially the support construct. 
Therefore, it was dropped from the measurement model to improve the structure of the 
‘ model. 
After this modification, the measurement model of family relationship consisted of 
three latent variables, i.e., support, coercion, and monitoring, and the number of indicators 
was reduced from 16 to 13. This respecified measurement model was estimated again by 
CFA. Table 5.7 also presents the goodness of fit for the respecified model. The result 
showed that the model fit was substantially improved (NNFI = .938; CFI = .951). In 
addition, no large modification index was obtained and all factors were substantial. It 
supported that the respecified model was better than the initial model in describing the 
structure of constructs. 
2. Self-concept variables 
CFA was done for the measurement model of the six self-concept variable, i.e., 
scholastic competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, 
behavioral conduct, and global self-worth. As presented in Table 5.7, the goodness of fit 
for the model was only modest (NNFI = .822; CFI = .841), Thus, CFA was separately 
done for the six self-concept domains in order to investigate which self-concept domains 
did not fit the data well. The result showed that the model fit for scholastic competence 
(NNFI = .738; CFI = .869), behavioral conduct (NNFI = .708; CFI = .854), and global 
self-worth (NNFI = .801; CFI = .900) were relatively low when compared with other 
three self-concept domains. Similarly, the results in EFA also showed some problems in 
these three constructs. These empirical findings provided some directions for further 
inspection on the construct validity of these self-concept scales. After considering the 
substantive content of the items and constructs, some modifications were made. 
First, the scholastic competence construct was dropped from the model. The 
findings in CFA showed that the goodness of fit for the measurement model of scholastic 
competence was relatively low when compared with other self-concept domains. Similarly, 
the finding in EFA also revealed that scholastic competence was the only self-concept 
domain that did not emerge. Four items in the scholastic competence (SCI, SC7, SC13, 
SC1.9) did not significantly load on any factor and one item (SC25) loaded on a factor 
with mixed items from different self-concept domains. These findings led to a 
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reexamination of the substantive content of the items in the scale. It was found that the 
items in the scale were difficult to measure students' scholastic competence. The five items 
could be classified as two different groups in accordance with their content. One group 
focused on students' intelligence (SCI, SC25) whereas the other group emphasized on 
students' competence on doing their assignments (SC7, SC13, SC19). However, 
intelligence did not correspond entirely to scholastic competence and the competence on 
doing assignments only represented part of scholastic competence. Moreover, as 
suggested by Marsh and his colleagues (Marsh, 1987; Marsh, Byrne, & Shavelson, 1988; 
1992; Marsh, Walker, & Debus, 1991), the academic self-concept should be subject-
specific. The general measure of students' intelligence and competence on doing 
assignments could hardly tap the scholastic competence accurately. Therefore, although 
the scholastic competence construct was important in the study, due to the conceptual and 
measurement problems of its measurement model, it was dropped from the model. 
Second, three items were dropped from the model because of the cross-loading 
problem. Inspection of the MI showed that SC8 and SC14 which were posited to measure 
the social acceptance construct cross-loaded on three other constructs, including physical 
appearance, behavioral conduct, and global self-worth. In addition, SC21 which was 
posited to measure the athletic competence also cross-loaded on the social acceptance 
construct. These findings led a reexamination of the substantive content of these items. 
However, the content of these items showed that they could not be classified in other self-
concept domains. Therefore, instead of categorizing them into the constructs on which 
they cross-loaded, these three items were dropped from the model in order to improve the 
structure of the model. 
Third, one item in the behavioral conduct scale (SC17) and one item in the global 
self-worth scale (SC24) were dropped from the model for two reasons : 1. The result of 
EFA showed that both items failed to load on the constructs that they were posited to 
measure ； 2. The result of CFA showed that the measurement models of these two 
constructs did not fit the data well. Since these two items had the lowest loadings on their 
constructs, dropping them from the model might improve the model fit. 
After these modifications, the measurement model of self-concept variables 
consisted of five latent variables, i.e. social acceptance, athletic competence, physical 
appparance, behavioral conduct, and global self-worth, and the number of indicators was 
reduced from 30 to 20. This respecified measurement model was estimated again by CFA. 
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Table 5.7 also presents the goodness of fit for the respecified model. The finding showed 
that by dropping some items from the model, the model fit was substantially improved 
(NNFI = .89; CFI = .91). In addition, no large modification index was obtained and all 
� factors were substantial. It supported that the respecified model was better than the initial 
model in describing the structure of constructs. ‘ 
3. Delinquent behavior variable 
This measurement model consisted of only one latent variable, i.e. delinquent 
behavior. Four kinds of delinquent behavior, i.e., misbehavior, minor delinquent behavior, 
serious delinquent behavior, and drug abuse, served as the indicators for the delinquent 
behavior construct. Table 5.7 presents the goodness of fit for this model. The result of 
CFA revealed very good fit for the model (NNFI = .990; CFI = .997). In addition, the 
factor loading of each indicator was substantial. Only drug abuse showed relatively low 
factor loading on the construct (LY = .33). As noted in the section of descriptive statistics, 
extremely few students in the study have engaged in drug abuse. Thus, it was reasonable 
to find that drug abuse was not an important indicator for measuring delinquent behavior. 
Since the model fit was good, it supported that the model was well-defined. No 
modification was made on the measurement model for delinquent behavior. 
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Table 5.7 
The goodness of fit for the measurement models of three sets of latent variables 
(family relationship, self-concept，and delinquent behavior) and the structural 
equation model in the study 
Measurement model/ Goodness-of-fit index 
Structural equation model ？ df NNFI CFI 
Family relationship 
Initial model 340.413 98 .887 .908 
Final model 140.903 62 .938 .951 
g^lf-ppnpept 
Initial model 855.483 390 .822 .841 
Final model 317.677 160 .888 .906 
Delinfliient behavior 
Initial model 3.560 2 .990 .997 
Final model — ~ ~ ~ 
Structural equation model 
Initial model 917.011 566 .898 .909 
Final model 944.937 603 .903 .913 
Note. NNFI = Non-normed fit index CFI = Normed comparative fit index 
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5.2.2 Structural equation model 
After estimating and modifying the measurement models of the latent variables, all 
‘ latent variables were combined into an integrated model (Fig. 4.1) in accordance with the 
four theories reviewed in the study, i.e., social control theory, coercion theory, symbolic 
interaction theory, and self-derogation theory. This integrated model was estimated by 
structural equation modeling (SEM). 
As presented in Table 5.7, the goodness of fit for the hypothetical model was 
moderately high (NNFI = .898; CFI = .909). However, some of the proposed paths did 
not reach the significance level (p >.05), indicating that some of the proposed relation 
between the latent variables was not supported. On the other hand, inspection of the MI 
for beta and gamma coefficients showed that some constrained paths should be set free for 
estimation. These findings led to a reexamination of the relation between the latent 
variables again. After considering the substantive content of the paths, the integrated 
model was respecified. The respecified model was estimated again in SEM. As presented 
in Table 5.7，the goodness of fit for the model was only slightly improved (NNFI = .903; 
CFI = .913). In general, the goodness-fit indexes reflect the global fit for the whole model. 
Since the model was only modified by changing some particular paths and the 
measurement model remained unchanged, the fit for the whole model might not be largely 
improved. However, all the paths posited in the respecified model were substantial and 
inspection of the MI showed that no particular constrained parameter should be set free. 
Moreover, all the significant paths between the variables in this model could be explained 
substantively. These findings supported that the respecified model was more well-defined 
than the initial model. Therefore, this respecified model was accepted and used to explain 
the relation among the latent variables. 
All parameter estimates for the final model in the study are presented in Table 5.8 
and the important path coefficients are illustrated in Figure 5.1. The relationships between 
different latent variables proposed in each theory were discussed in turn and finally the 
total and indirect effects of the latent variables were discussed in the integrated model. 
Since the induction and scholastic competence constructs were dropped from the 
measurement model, the relationships between these two constructs and other constructs 
were not estimated. 
91 
Table 5.8 
Parameter estimates for the structural equation model in the study 
Parameter estimates (completely standardized) 
V. Measured 




MIS .71 0 0 0 0 0 .50 
MIN .85 0 0 0 0 0 .28 
SER .65 0 0 0 0 0 .59 
DRU .31 0 0 0 0 0 .90 
SC2 0 .48 0 0 0 0 .77 
SC20 0 .61 0 0 0 0 .63 
SC26 0 .70 0 0 0 0 .51 
SC3 0 0 .68 0 0 0 .54 
SC9 0 0 .61 0 0 0 .63 
SC15 0 0 .72 0 0 0 .49 
SC27 0 0 .61 0 0 0 ..63 
SC4 0 0 0 .68 0 0 .54 
SCIO 0 0 0 .37 0 0 .86 
SC16 0 0 0 .70 0 0 .51 
SC22 0 0 0 .73 0 0 .47 
SC28 0 0 0 .70 0 0 .52 
SC5 0 0 0 0 .43 0 .81 
s e n 0 0 0 0 .57 0 .67 
SC23 0 0 0 0 .56 0 .68 
SC29 0 0 0 0 .45 0 .79 
SC6 0 0 0 0 0 .49 .76 
SC12 0 0 0 0 0 .49 .77 
SC18 0 0 0 0 0 .55 .70 
SC30 0 0 0 0 0 .63 .60 
Uniqueness 
Lambda X (Theta-delta) 
51 .71 0 0 .50 
52 .55 0 0 .70 
53 .55 0 0 .70 
54 .72 0 0 .48 
55 .71 0 0 .49 
56 .59 0 0 .66 
57 .61 0 0 .62 
58 .47 0 0 .78 
CI 0 .71 0 .50 
C2 0 .63 0 .61 
C3 0 .80 0 .37 
Ml 0 0 .75 .44 
M2 0 0 .84 .29 
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Table 5.8 
Parameter estimates for the structural equation model in the study (Cont'd) 
Parameter estimates (completely standardized) 
Measured 
Variable DB SOC ATH APP BEH GSW SUP COE MON 
Beta 
DB 0 .18 0 0 -.47 .21 
SOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ATH 0 0 0 0 0 0 
APP 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BEH 0 0 0 0 0 0 
GSW 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Gamma 
DB -.27 .14 0 
SOC .21 0 0 
ATH .20 0 -.22 
APP .23 0 0 
BEH 0 -.14 .38 
GSW .40 -.22 0 
£si 
DB .73 
SOC 0 .95 
ATH 0 .39 .95 
APP 0 38 .32 .95 
BEH 0 .24 -.01 .28 .82 
GSW 0 .36 .12 .43 .41 .72 
Elli 
SUP 1.00 
COE -.31 1.00 
MON .67 -.13 1.00 
Total effect * 
DB -.15 .16 -.18 
Indirect effect 
DB .12 .02 -.18 
Note. DB = delinquent behavior; SUP = Support; COE = Coercion; IND = Induction; MON = 
Monitoring; SOC = Social accepUince; ATH = Athletic competence; APP = Physical appearance; BEH = 
Behavioral conduct; GSW = Global self-worth; MIS = Misbehavior; MIN = Minor delinquent behavior; 
SER = Serious delinquent behavior; DRU = Drug abuse; SC1-SC30 = indicators of self-concept; S1-S8 = 
mdicators of support; C1-C3 = indicators of coercion; Ml-M2 = indicators of monitoring. ’ 
* Since the total effect of different self-concept domains on delinquent behavior are same as the beta 
coefficients and the total effect of support, coercion, and monitoring on the self-concept domains are same 
as the gamma coefficients, they are not presented again here. 
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Figure 5.1 
The final model showing the important relationship among the constructs in the study 
Note. The 3 latent exogenous variables (《）and 6 latent endogenous variables (tj) are indicated 
by circles. The single-headed arrows going from left to right represent the structural relationship 
between latent exogenous variables and the latent endogenous variables (y), as well as the 
structural relationship between latent endogenous variables (P). 
9 4 
1. The relationship between family relationship and delinquent behavior 
Hypothesis 1 posited that the family relationship variables had direct effects on 
adolescent delinquent behavior. The result showed that HI was only supported in the 
support and coercion construct. The monitoring construct did not show significant direct 
effect on adolescent delinquent behavior as predicted. 
The direct effect of parental support on adolescent delinquent behavior was 
supported, as indicated by the significant and negative gamma coefficient (GA = -.27). 
The results were similar to the finding in zero-order correlation that higher parental 
support was associated with fewer delinquent behaviors. Moreover, the significant and 
positive gamma coefficient for the effect of coercion on delinquent behavior (GA = .14) 
also supported HI. While support had negative effect on delinquent behavior, coercion 
showed an opposite effect. Again, the result was similar to the finding in zero-order 
correlation. Higher coercive control from parents was associated with more adolescent 
delinquent behaviors. 
2. Relationship between family relationship and self-concept 
Hypothesis 2 posited that the family relationship variables had direct effects on 
various self-concept domains. In general, H2 was partly supported in the SEM. In 
addition, the patterns of the relation between different family relationship variables and 
different self-concept domains revealed interesting findings. 
Parental support showed the strongest effects on various self-concept domains 
among the family relationship variables. It had positive and significant effects on social 
acceptance (GA = .21), athletic competence (GA = .20)，physical appearance (GA = .23), 
and global self-worth (GA = .40). However, parental support did not show significant 
effect on adolescent behavioral conduct as predicted. In fact, the finding in zero-order 
correlation indicated that support was positively correlated with behavioral conduct as 
predicted. While coercion and monitoring showed significant effects on behavioral 
conduct in the model, the relation between support and behavioral conduct became 
nonsignificant. 
‘ Monitoring was found to be related to athletic competence and behavioral conduct 
in the SEM. Consistent with H2, monitoring showed a very strong and positive effect on 
95 
» 
behavioral conduct (GA = .38). However, while monitoring was generally predicted to 
have positive effect on self-concept, the result in SEM revealed that monitoring had a 
negative effect on athletic competence (GA = -.22). Moreover, the study also predicted 
that monitoring also had a positive effect on adolescent global self-worth. However, while 
the finding in zero-order correlation supported this prediction, monitoring did not have 
significant effect on global self-worth in the SEM. As support and coercion showed 
significant effects on global self-worth in the model, the effect of monitoring on global 
self-worth became nonsignificant. 
Regarding the coercion construct, it was negatively related to behavioral conduct 
and global self-worth. This finding was very consistent with H2. As indicated by the 
gamma coefficients, the direct negative effects of parental coercion on behavioral conduct 
(GA = 14) and global self-worth (GA = -.22) were significant 
3. The relationship between self-concept and delinquent behavior 
H3 posited that adolescent self-concept had direct effects on their delinquent 
behavior. The finding in the SEM only partly supported H3. Among the five self-concept 
domains, only social acceptance and behavioral conduct had significant direct effects on 
delinquent behavior. As predicted, behavioral conduct had a strong and negative effect on 
adolescent delinquent behavior (GA = -.47) whereas social acceptance had a positive 
effect on delinquent behavior (GA = .18). 
However, global self-worth showed a marginal positive effect on delinquent 
behavior (GA = .21) which contradicted the hypothesis in the study. But the t value (1.67, 
p >.05) of the gamma coefficient for this positive effect did not reach the significance 
level. Moreover, the finding in zero-order correlation showed that global self-worth was 
negatively correlated with misbehavior and minor delinquent behavior. Therefore, these 
findings suggested that the effect of global self-worth on delinquent behavior was only 
marginal and unstable. Moreover, athletic competence did not show any significant effect 
on delinquent behavior in the SEM as predicted. In fact, the finding in zero-order 
correlation did support that athletic competence was positively correlated with 
misbehavior. However, when the effects of other variables were taken into account in the 
SEM, the effect of athletic competence became nonsignificant. 
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4. The relationship among family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior 
The discussion in preceding sections mainly focused on the direct effects of family 
relationship and self-concept on delinquent behavior and the direct effects of family 
relationship on self-concept. The present study, however, proposed an integrated model 
which investigated the relationship among these three sets of constructs. Based on the 
integrated model, Hypothesis 4 posited that family relationship variables had indirect 
effects on delinquent behavior mediated through various self-concept domains. In order to 
examine this prediction, indirect and total effects of each latent variable were computed 
for the integrated model. Since the total effect is the sum of direct effect and indirect 
effect, the inclusion of indirect effect in the model can provide more comprehensive 
investigation for the model than only direct effect is considered. The finding generally 
supported H4 and revealed interesting and complicated relation among family relationship, 
self-concept, and delinquent behavior. 
As noted earlier, parental support had negative direct effect on delinquent behavior 
(-.27) as posited in social control and coercion theory. However, the total effect of 
support on delinquent behavior (-.15) was smaller than the direct effect. It was because 
support had positive and significant indirect effect on delinquent behavior through the 
effect of social acceptance and global self-worth (.12). Thus, the inclusion of positive 
indirect effect offset part of the negative direct effect of support on delinquent behavior. 
Nevertheless, since the negative direct effect was stronger than the positive indirect effect, 
support still obtained a negative total effect on delinquent behavior as predicted in the HI 
that parental support was negatively related to adolescent delinquent behavior. 
In contrast to parental support, the effect of monitoring on adolescent delinquent 
behavior showed a different pattern. While monitoring did not have significant direct effect 
on delinquent behavior, its negative indirect effect on delinquent behavior through the 
effect of behavioral conduct was modest and significant (-.18). Since monitoring had very 
strong and positive direct effect on behavioral conduct (GA = .38) and behavioral conduct 
had very strong and negative direct effect on delinquent behavior (BE = -.47)，the result 
suggested that monitoring had a significant and negative effect on delinquent behavior as 
posited in HI. 
The indirect effect of coercion on delinquent behavior was nonsignificant (.02). 
But this small and positive indirect effect was consistent with the positive direct effect of 
coercion on delinquent behavior (.14). Thus, the total effect of coercion on delinquent 
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behavior (.16)，again, supported the postulate of HI that parents' coercive control was 
positively related to adolescent delinquency. 
5. Summary .. 
In sum, the findings in the SEM generally supported the hypotheses in the study. 
Using multidimensional measures of family relationship and self-concept variables, the 
findings revealed complicated relationships among the variables. 
Among various family relationship variables, support had a negative effect on 
delinquent behavior, coercion had a positive effect on delinquent behavior, and monitoring 
did not have significant direct effect on delinquent behavior. Regarding the relation 
between family relationship and self-concept, support had positive effects on social 
acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, and global self-worth; monitoring 
had a positive effect on behavioral conduct but had a negative effect on athletic 
competence; coercion had negative effects on behavioral conduct and global self-worth. 
On the other hand, the relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior was only 
supported in two self-concept domains. Behavioral conduct was found to be negatively 
related to delinquent behavior whereas social acceptance was positively related to 
delinquent behavior. 
Moreover, the findings demonstrated the importance of the integrated model in the 
study. The inclusion of indirect and total effects in the model revealed a more complicated 
picture than solely considering the direct effects. While monitoring did not show 
significant direct effect on delinquent behavior, it had a significant indirect effect on 






6J Summary and discussion of findings 
The findings in the study generally supported the proposed integrated model. 
Specifically, the relation between family relationship and delinquent behavior as proposed 
in social control theory and coercion theory was strongly supported and family 
relationship was also indirectly related to delinquent behavior through self-concept. The 
results indicated that family relationship was a critical variable in studying adolescent 
delinquency. However, the relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior was 
ambiguous and the postulates of self-derogation theory was questioned. In the following 
sections, the major findings of the present study were summarized and discussed in turn. 
6.1 J The problem of delinquency among Hong Kong adolescents 
While the official statistics and self-reported studies revealed high prevalence rates 
of juvenile delinquency in Hong Kong (Ngai, 1993; Royal Hong Kong Police Force, 1989-
1993), the present study attempted to explore the delinquency problem among Hong Kong 
adolescents using normal school population. In general, the findings indicated that the 
delinquency problem was not serious among the students. Most of the students have not 
committed serious delinquent behaviors or drug abuse and the frequencies of committing 
minor delinquent behaviors were not high. However, over one third of the students have 
involved in some kinds of less serious problem behavior, such as talking in foul language, 
breaking classroom regulations, gambling, confronting teachers, fighting with classmates, 
and drinking alcohol. These prevalence rates of less serious problem behaviors should not 
be ignored. 
The study also revealed interesting gender and age differences in delinquent 
behavior. The findings indicated that boys committed more delinquent behavior than girls 
in various types of delinquent behavior. Moreover, boys also had poorer sense of 
behavioral conduct than girls. These findings were consistent with previous studies that 
boys were more deviant and engaged in more delinquent behavior than girls (Barton & 
McDonough, 1985; Canter, 1982; Kaplan et al” 1986; Sarri, 1983; Tannenbaum, 1980). 
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Some researchers explained that since girls were more prone to have internal 
maladjustment than boys whereas boys were more prone to acting out behaviorally when 
they were facing unfavorable environment, boys were more likely to be engaged in 
‘ delinquent behavior when they had poor family relationship or self-concept (Lau & Leung, 
1992; Ostrov, Offer, & Howard, 1989). Regarding the age difference, the findings 
indicated that F.3 students (aged 14 to 15) committed more delinquent behavior than F.l 
students (aged 12 to 13). These findings were also consistent with the developmental 
pattern of juvenile delinquency in previous studies. Researchers suggested that since 
middle adolescence was a stage in life of tremendous changes and the adolescents began 
to detach from family control, they were most susceptible to delinquent influences. 
Previous studies found that most forms of delinquency increased until age 15 or 16 and 
then gradually declined as youths aged out of adolescence (Elliott et al , 1981; Junger-Tas, 
1983; LaGrange & White，1985; Wilson, 1972). 
62.2 The importance of family relationship in adolescent development 
Family relationship has frequently been viewed as a critical factor in the 
development of adolescents. Parents, as the principal socialization agents of their child and 
have close affective ties with their child, might have significant effects on adolescents' 
behavioral, emotional, moral, and cognitive development (Gove & Crutchfield, 1982; 
Holden & Edwards，1989; Maccoby, 1984). In the present study, the importance of family 
relationship on adolescent development was again demonstrated in its significant relation 
with adolescents' self-concept and delinquent behavior. 
Regarding the relation between family relationship and delinquent behavior, the 
postulates of social control theory and coercion theory were supported in the study. On 
one hand, based on social control theory (Hirschi, 1969), the relation between family 
relationship and delinquent behavior could be explained by the concept of attachment. As 
adolescents with high parental support were more likely to be afraid of jeopardizing the 
warm and close relation with their parents, their attachment to parents became a social 
control that prevented them from engaging in delinquent behavior. In contrast, since high 
coercive control might result in family conflict and angry feelings towards the parents, 
adolescents' attachment to parents became weaker and failed to work as social control on 
adolescent delinquent behavior. On the other hand, based on coercion theory (Patterson, 
1982; 1986; Patterson et al., 1989; 1992), the relation between family relationship and 
delinquent behavior could be explained in the social learning approach. In the view of 
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coercion theory, high parental support could be viewed as a positive parenting factor that 
reinforced adolescents' normative behavior while high coercive control provided modeling 
and reinforcement for adolescents' problem behavior. 
Besides, family relationship was also indirectly related to delinquent behavior 
mediated through self-concept. The findings supported the assumption that family 
relationship affected various self-concept domains and then, in turn, the self-concept 
domains affected delinquent behavior. As family relationship might directly and indirectly 
affect adolescent delinquent behavior, these findings again supported the importance of 
family relationship in the study of adolescent delinquency. Since family has been viewed as 
the primary arena for child socialization (Gove & Cmtchfield, 1982; Maccoby, 1984), it 
might have various indirect effects on child behavior through other variables. Most of the 
previous studies focused on the indirect effects of family relationship on delinquent 
behavior through delinquent peer association (Dishion & Skinner, 1989; Elliott et al., 
1985; Simons & Robertson, 1989; Simons et al., 1991; 1994). The present study, 
however, suggested that family relationship might also indirectly influence adolescent 
delinquent behavior mediated through their self-concept. 
The most important indirect effect was found between monitoring and delinquent 
behavior. While monitoring did not have significant direct relation with delinquent 
behavior, it was indirectly related to delinquent behavior mediated through behavioral 
conduct. Therefore, if only direct relationships were considered, this important indirect 
relationship between monitoring and delinquent behavior would be neglected. As noted 
earlier, since monitoring communicated the importance of conformity to an adolescent, it 
might facilitate him/her to develop positive sense of behavioral conduct. Then this positive 
sense of behavioral conduct would prevent him/her from engaging in delinquent behavior 
that violated the social norm and regulation. This explanation was somehow similar to the 
view of Feshee and Bauman (1994) about social control theory. The findings in their study 
suggested that attachment (i.e. close family relationship) could indirectly affect delinquent 
behavior through other three elements of social control. One indirect effect of attachment 
on delinquent behavior was mediated through an adolescent's belief in conventional rules. 
Since the degree of an adolescent's belief in conventional rules could be reflected in his/her 
behavioral conduct self-concept, the relation among monitoring, behavioral conduct, and 





Regarding the relation between family relationship and self-concept, the postulates 
of symbolic interaction theory (Cooley, 1902; Gecas et al , 1974; Mead, 1934; Peterson & 
Rollins, 1987; Rollins & Thomas, 1979) were also supported in the study. First, consistent 
V with the postulates of Peterson and Rollins (1987), as parental support communicated 
parents' value and acceptance of their child, the findings showed that support was 
positively related to nearly all self-concept domains. However, support was not positively 
related to behavioral conduct as predicted. Although the findings in simple correlation 
showed that support was positively correlated with behavioral conduct, this relation 
became nonsignificant when other family relationship variables (coercion and monitoring) 
were incorporated in the structural equation model. Since support referred to parents' 
unconditional acceptance of their child, it might not be as effective as other parenting 
factors in communicating the sense of behavioral conduct to their child. 
Secondly, the negative relationships between coercive control and behavioral 
conduct and global self-worth were also consistent with the postulates of Peterson and 
Rollins (1987). As coercive control communicated parents' rejection of their child and a 
low valuation of the child's self, it was reasonable to find that an adolescent with high 
parental coercion would have poor global self-worth. In addition, unlike support and 
monitoring, coercive control failed to communicate the logic underlying parents' 
expectations for their child's performance and even unconsciously conveyed the value of 
coercive behavior to achieve desirable outcomes, it probably led an adolescent to develop 
a poor sense of behavioral conduct. 
Finally, since parents' monitoring on their child conveyed the importance of 
conformity to the child and parents' awareness of the child's behavior, it was reasonable 
for an adolescent with high parental monitoring to develop positive sense of behavioral 
conduct. However, the negative relation between monitoring and athletic competence 
contradicted the general assumption that monitoring, as a positive parenting factor, would 
facilitate adolescent self-concept. This negative relation between monitoring and athletic 
competence might be due to the control on adolescent outdoor activities exerted by 
parents' severe monitoring. 
In sum, the proposed relationships between various aspects of family relationship 
and delinquent behavior were generally supported and consistent with the postulates of 
social control theory and coercion theory. Considering both the direct and indirect 
relationships between various family relationship variables and delinquent behavior, high 
parental support and monitoring and low coercive control seemed to be most optimum for 
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preventing adolescents from engaging in delinquent behavior. In addition, the study also 
replicated the important relation between family relationship and self-concept The 
findings were consistent with the postulates of symbolic interaction theory. Again, high 
� parental support and monitoring and low coercive control was most favorable to facilitate 
the positive development of adolescent self-concept. 
These findings suggested that high parental support and monitoring and low 
coercive control constituted the most favorable family environment for child development. 
This family relationship pattern was similar to the authoritative parenting style proposed 
by previous researchers (Bauinrind, 1991; Maccoby & Martin，1983). Authoritative 
parenting referred to the parenting style which was both demanding and responsive. 
Authoritative parents were supportive but also monitored and imparted clear standards for 
their child's conduct. Maccoby and Martin (1983) suggested that authoritative parenting 
was the best parenting style that facilitated the child to be independent, competent, social 
responsible, able to control aggression, and high in self-esteem. The findings in the study 
were consistent with this postulate and supported the positive impact of authoritative 
parenting on self-concept development and controlling delinquent behavior. 
6.2.3 Problems of the relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior 
The relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior as proposed in self-
derogation theory (Kaplan, 1975; 1980; 1982) was only partially supported in the study. 
Moreover, some of the findings in the study contradicted the postulates of self-derogation 
theory. 
Considering the inconsistent findings in studies of self-derogation theory, the study 
attempted to clarify the arguments about self-derogation theory by using multidimensional 
measure of self-concept. The study suggested that since the relationships between different 
self-concept domains and delinquent behavior might be varied, using global measure of 
self-concept variable would mask the relation between self-concept and delinquent 
behavior. The findings in the study clearly supported this assumption. Among various self-
concept domains, only behavioral conduct and social acceptance were significantly related 
to delinquent behavior. Whereas behavioral conduct was negatively related to delinquent 
behavior, social acceptance was positively related to delinquent behavior. As delinquent 
behpior had different relationships with different self-concept domains, it was not 
surprising to find that the results were inconsistent in previous studies using general self-
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concept or self-esteem to examine the relationship. These findings in the study clearly 
demonstrated the importance of using multidimensional self-concept in studying the 
relationship of self-concept and other constructs as suggested by the self-concept theorists 
� (Byrne, 1984; Harter, 1986; 1988a; Marsh et al., 1988; 1992). 
As hypothesized in the study, behavioral conduct was negatively related to 
delinquent behavior. This finding was consistent with the study of McCarthy and Hoge 
(1984) that people who had poor sense of behavioral conduct would be more likely to 
commit delinquent behavior. Since delinquent behavior represented violations of the social 
norm and regulation, this negative relation was expected. The strong and negative relation 
between behavioral conduct and delinquent behavior supported the assumption of self-
derogation theory that people with low self-concept would engage in delinquent behavior. 
However, this negative relation could also be explained in another way. As delinquent 
behavior was socially disapproved and disvalued behavior, people who have engaged in 
delinquent activities might probably have guilty feelings. Therefore, the poor sense of 
behavioral conduct suffered by a delinquent could be a result of delinquent engagement. 
The above two different explanations for the relation between behavioral conduct 
and delinquent behavior led to the problem of causality. As suggested by the self-concept 
theorists (Burns, 1982; Bynes’ 1984), since an individual's behavior are guided by his/her 
self-concept and the behavior will then influences the ways he/she perceived 
himself/herself, self-concept has frequently been viewed as both a cause and a result of 
behavior. Although Kaplan and his colleagues ( Kaplan & Fukurai，1992; Kaplan, 
Johnson, & Bailey, 1986; 1987; Kaplan, Martin, & Johnson, 1986) attempted to confirm 
negative self-concept as a causal factor of delinquent behavior in their studies by using 
longitudinal data, the structural equation models in their studies had some problems. In all 
the models, negative self-concept was specified as exogenous variable and measured in 
time 1 and delinquent behavior was specified as an outcome variable and measured in time 
2. No alternative model in which the causal relation between negative self-concept and 
delinquent behavior was reverse was compared with the theoretical model. In contrast, 
Bynner and his colleague (1981) challenged self-concept as a causal determinant of 
delinquent behavior in their study. Using structural equation modeling to analyze a three-
wave panel data, the findings indicated that self-concept had little influence on subsequent 
delinquent behavior but delinquent behavior negatively predicted subsequent self-concept. 
In addition, Hewitt (1980) and Gold (1978) also argued that due to the social disvalue of 
delinquent behavior, people who have committed delinquent acts would have low self-
concept. Therefore, the negative relation between behavioral conduct and delinquent 
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behavior in the study might not be due to the effect of behavioral conduct on delinquent 
behavior as proposed in self-derogation theory. The relation could be in a reverse direction 
or even in a reciprocal direction. As the present study was a cross-sectional one and no 
‘ causal relation could be identified, this problem of causal relation should be addressed in 
further investigation. . 
On the other hand, social acceptance was positively related to delinquent behavior 
in the model. This finding was consistent with the studies of Leung and Lau (1989). They 
posited that committing delinquent behavior could help an adolescent to gain acceptance 
and approval by delinquent peer group and, in turn, enhanced his/her social self-concept. 
In other delinquency studies, peer approval was frequently found to be one of the most 
important gratification of involving in delinquent activities (Elliott et al , 1989; Goe et al, 
1985; Johnstone, 1983; Matsueda, 1982; Thompson, Mitchell, & Dodder, 1984). As 
proposed in self-derogation theory, adoption of delinquent behavior had self-enhancing 
consequences for the people with low self-concept. Hence, the positive relation between 
social acceptance and delinquent behavior in the study suggested that delinquent behavior 
might have self-enhancing function mainly for one's social self-concept. In this way, 
delinquent behavior seemed to be causally prior to social acceptance rather than affected 
by social acceptance as specified in the SEM of the study. However, Leung and Lau 
(1989) also pointed out another possibility. They argued that since one needed to possess 
the necessary means and abilities to gain recognition in a delinquent subculture, people 
with high social self-concept would be more likely to be accepted by delinquent peers and 
thus would be under stronger pressure to commit delinquent acts. In this way, this positive 
relation between social acceptance and delinquent behavior could be a cause of delinquent 
behavior. Again, this causal relation between social acceptance and delinquent behavior 
should be verified in further longitudinal study. Moreover, delinquent peer association 
should also be incorporated in the model to investigate whether the positive relation 
between social self-concept and delinquent behavior was affected by the delinquent peer 
approval. 
The findings in the study also indicated that the relation between various self-
concept domains and delinquent behavior were relatively weak, except behavioral 
conduct. Similar findings were also obtained in the study of Wells and Rankiiis (1983). 
They challenged the importance of self-concept variables in studying delinquent behavior 
as emphasized in self-derogation theory. In the present study, the path coefficient for 
social acceptance and delinquent behavior was of relatively small magnitude and the causal 
relation between behavioral conduct and delinquent behavior was not clear. These findings 
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also raise questions whether the self-concept variable was useful for predicting delinquent 
behavior. The relation between various self-concept domains and delinquent behavior in 
the model showed little support for the postulates of self-derogation theory. 
6,2 Implications for intervention and prevention of adolescent delinquency 
As there has been dramatic upsurge in juvenile crime and youth problem in recent 
years in Hong Kong, the results of the study had important implications for parents, 
teachers, counselors, social workers, and policy makers who were concerned with the 
problem of adolescent delinquency. In general, the findings in the study showed that while 
most of the students did not engage in serious delinquent behaviors, less serious problem 
behaviors were quite prevalent among the students. Although the problem was not as 
serious as expected, the prevalence rates of minor problem behaviors should not be 
ignored. Appropriate intervention should be set up to prevent the adolescent from 
engaging in more serious delinquent behaviors. Moreover, the gender and age differences 
revealed in the study suggested that middle adolescent boys were most susceptible to 
delinquent influences. Consequently, people should pay more attention to the problems 
among middle adolescent boys and help them avoid the temptation of delinquent 
influences. 
Regarding the relation between family relationship and delinquent behavior, the 
study examined which aspects of family relationship and how they were related to 
adolescent delinquent behavior. The findings provided significant insights for preventing 
adolescent delinquent behavior and implementing appropriate intervention for delinquent 
youths. As family relationship was generally supported to be a critical factor in 
delinquency study, the findings specifically showed that high parental support and 
monitoring and low coercive control constituted the most favorable family environment 
for controlling adolescent delinquent behavior. Therefore, on the one hand, parents should 
try their best to be supportive, such as showing acceptance, love, and care to their child, 
and be aware of their child's behavior and peer association. Moreover, parents should also 
avoid exerting coercive control, such as hitting, scolding, and harsh discipline, on their 
child. Teachers，counselors, and social workers, on the other hand, should set up 
cooperative program with parents. For example, the program can provide appropriate 
child-rearing skills for the parents, assist the parents to deal with their child's problem 
behavior, and help the family to resolve conflicts between parents and child. 
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Regarding the relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior, although the 
findings in the study were somehow ambiguous, the strong negative relation between 
behavioral conduct and delinquent behavior still provided an important direction to control 
. adolescent delinquent behavior. Parents, teachers, and policy makers should make effort to 
enhance adolescents' sense of behavioral conduct and emphasize the importance of 
behavioral conduct among various self-concept domains. If poor sense of behavioral 
conduct is a cause of delinquent behavior, adolescents with high behavioral conduct will 
be less likely to be engaged in delinquent acts. On the other hand, if poor sense of 
behavioral conduct is a result of delinquent behavior, adolescents who highly value their 
behavioral conduct will feel intrinsically distressing after they have committed delinquent 
behavior. Thus, even if the adolescents can gain immediate gratification from the 
delinquent behavior, these negative feelings of self will make them hesitant to commit 
delinquent behavior again. As the findings in the study showed that coercive control was 
negatively related to behavioral conduct but monitoring was positively related to 
behavioral conduct, the study suggested a clear guideline for parents. More reasonable 
concern about the child's behavior and less arbitrary application of force on the child may 
be most favorable for the child to develop positive sense of behavioral conduct. Moreover, 
teachers and policy makers should also design suitable moral education program for 
students. While moral development is one of the important aims of schooling, the 
government and many schools have not spent enough time and resources on moral 
education. 
6J Limitations in the study 
1. Limitations in the instruments 
The selection of proper instruments in the study was mainly based on the literature 
review. However, the instruments of family relationship and self-concept variables 
employed in the study were not very favorable. The findings revealed that the proposed 
scales in these two instruments were not very distinct. 
The four scales for measuring family relationship variables (Barnes & Farell, 1992; 
Barnes et al” 1986) was mainly derived from the theoretical classification of Rollins and 
Thomas (1979). However, the items in the induction scale were not differentiable from the 
items in the support scale. Hence, the study did not examine the relation between 
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induction and other constructs. Although many studies employed family relationship as a 
variable, most of the available family relationship scales were not theoretically based. It 
was difficult for the study to find a suitable and well established family relationship scale to 
� examine the theoretical framework of Rollins and Thomas (1979). 
Regarding the self-concept instrument in the study, it was mainly derived from the 
multidimensional self-concept model of Harter (1988b). Although the instrument has been 
a popular self-concept scale, the findings revealed that the scholastic competence scale had 
conceptual and measurement problems and some items of the instrument cross-loaded on 
more than one scale. Although the study modified the measurement model for the self-
concept scales, the findings might still be affected. For example, the study did not examine 
the relation between scholastic competence and other constructs; the weak relation 
between self-concept and delinquent behavior might also partially be due to the problem of 
instrument. 
2. Limitations in causal inferences 
The study was an ex post facto design using cross-sectional survey method. Since 
the conclusions in the study were based on observations made at one moment but the 
casual process might occur across time, the casual relation among the constructs could not 
be proven in the study (Babbie, 1986; Kerlinger, 1986). Although structural equation 
modeling has also been labeled as causal modeling, it has limitations to establish causal 
relation among the variables. As researchers have pointed out (BoUen, 1989; Breckler, 
1990)，SEM is used to test whether a hypothesized causal structure is consistent or 
inconsistent with the data. The statistical tests in SEM can only disconfirm models but 
they can never prove a model or the causal relation within it. In other words, SEM does 
not provide a sufficient basis for drawing causal inferences. A model which is proven as 
consistent with the data can only be regarded as an approximation to reality. But the 
causal inferences ultimately depend on many criteria, such as manipulation of independent 
variables, longitudinal research design, and comparison with other equivalent models. 
Due to the limitation in the research design, although the findings in the SEM of 
the study provided some evidences for the causal relationships among family relationship, 
self-concept, and delinquent behavior as suggested in the theories, it was hard to confirm 
these casual relationships. Considering the substantive context, since family environment is 
a primary socialization arena for a child, most of the theories and studies have suggested 
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that the relation between family relationship and delinquent behavior and between family 
relationship and self-concept may probably be due to the effects of family relationship on 
these two constructs (Hirschi, 1969; Liska & Reed, 1985; Patterson, 1982; Patterson et 
� al., 1992; Peterson & Rollins，1987; Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Shelton, 1990; Snyder & 
Patterson, 1987; Simons et al., 1989). In contrast, the causal relation between self-concept 
and delinquent behavior has been controversial (Bynner et a l , 1981; Leung & Lau, 1989). 
As noted earlier, the negative relation between behavioral conduct and delinquent behavior 
and the positive relation between social acceptance and delinquent behavior could be 
interpreted either as a cause or as a result of adolescent delinquent behavior. It was 
difficult to determine whether people with a poor sense of behavioral conduct would be 
more likely to engage in delinquent acts or committing delinquent acts would result in a 
poor sense of behavioral conduct; and whether people with high social self-concept would 
be more likely to be associated with delinquent peers and engage in delinquent behavior or 
committing delinquent behavior would lead one to be accepted by delinquent peers and 
result in high social self-concept. Since the two possibilities could be explained 
substantively, the study could not verify the direction of the causal relation between self-
concept and delinquent behavior. 
3. Limitations in generalizabilty 
Since the sample of the study was only drawn from F.l and F.3 students in 
secondary schools, the findings could not be generalized to students in other grades. As 
researchers suggested that there might be a developmental changes in adolescent 
delinquency and its relation wkh family relationship and self-concept (Elliot et a l , 1981; 
Junger-Tas, 1983; LaGrange & White，1985; Rosenberg, 1979; Thornberry, 1987; Wells 
& Rankin, 1983), the relation among family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent 
behavior explored in the study might not be suitable for adolescents of different ages. 
Moreover, as the sample was drawn from normal school students, most of the students in 
the study did not engage in serious delinquent behaviors. The findings were mainly based 
on minor delinquent behaviors and misbehaviors. The relation among serious delinquent 
behaviors, self-concept, and family relationship might have another pattern. Lastly, the 
sampling method in the study was not a probability one. Due to the above limitations in 





4. Limitations in problem conceptualization 
Since the previous studies in both social control theory and coercion theory 
- frequently proposed similar elements of family relationship as important variables, the 
study employed the same set of family relationship variables to investigate the two theories 
simultaneously. However, as noted before, the two theories were indeed rooted in two 
different theoretical approaches. While social control theory has emphasized the 
importance of affective bonding between parents and child, coercion has focused on the 
process of behavioral shaping. Although the findings supported the negative relation 
between family relationship and delinquent behavior as proposed in the two theories, the 
study was not designed to pit one theory against another in explaining this relation. 
Moreover, the two different mechanisms proposed in the two theories might also function 
together and contribute to this negative relation. Since the study did not specifically 
identify different family relationship variables in social control theory and coercion theory 
and did not investigate the detailed process of how family relationship affected adolescent 
delinquent behavior, these different explanations provided by the two theories were 
difficult to clarify. 
The study only selected family relationship and self-concept for investigation of 
their relation with delinquent behavior. While the findings showed that family relationship 
was a critical variable in the study of adolescent delinquent behavior, the relation between 
self-concept and delinquent behavior was not conclusive. Moreover, these relationships 
were indeed not very strong. In the study of adolescent delinquency, other factors, such as 
delinquent peer association, have also been posited to be significantly related to delinquent 
behavior (Elliott et al., 1989; Goe et al., 1985; Kaplan et al” 1987; Matsueda, 1982; 
Matsueda & Heimer，1987; Thompson et al., 1987). The positive relation between social 
acceptance and delinquent behavior in the study also suggested that delinquent youths 
might gain social approval from delinquent peers by committing delinquent acts. 
Therefore, the findings in the study might only reveal part of the picture of adolescent 
delinquency. 
64 Directions for future research 
� S u m m a r i z i n g the findings and limitations of the study, the study suggested several 
important directions for future research in adolescent delinquency. 
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First, the study demonstrated the importance of using multidimensional measures 
of family relationship and self-concept variables and obtained significant results from this 
� approach. While the instruments for measuring the multidimensional constructs were not 
very favorable, well established family relationship and self-concept scales should be 
employed or constructed in future research to explore the complicated relation among 
these various constructs. 
Second, the proposed relationships among family relationship, self-concept, and 
delinquent behavior in the theories were in causal order. The findings also suggested that 
the direction of the causal relation between self-concept and delinquent behavior was 
especially difficult to clarify. Further study using longitudinal data, appropriate research 
design and statistical analysis is necessary to address this problem of causality. 
Third, since adolescent with different ages and family background may not reflect 
similar relation among the constructs and different kinds of delinquent behavior may have 
different relation with family relationship and self-concept, the findings in the study needed 
to be replicated in other studies using a more representative sample and more specific type 
of delinquent behavior. 
Fourth, the study suggested that although there were many similarities between 
social control theory and coercion theory, they might also need to be examined in 
separate set of variables simultaneously. One major problem to compare the two theories 
was due to the lack of a suitable instrument which can clearly differentiate the variables in 
these two theories. For this reason, construction of new scales is necessary in future study. 
On the other hand, qualitative research methods, such as in-depth interview and 
observation, are also useful in studying the detailed process of how poor family 
relationship would lead an adolescent to commit delinquent behavior. 
Finally, since adolescent delinquency is a complicated social problem, many factors 
are involved in this phenomenon. While the study suggested that there was a logical 
sequence among family relationship, self-concept, and delinquent behavior, other 
important factors would also be involved in this logical sequence. For example, the 
positive relation between social acceptance and delinquent, behavior might imply that 
delinquent peer association was an important variable in this self-enhancing process. 
Hence, further investigation on the basis of a more complicated integrated model may help 
to explore the complex interrelationship among various factors and delinquent behavior. 
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Student questionnaire in the study (Chinese version) 








1.性別：1.男2.女 1 1 
2.年齢：1.12歲以下 2.12-13歲 3.13-14歲 4.14-15歲 1 2 3 4 5 
5.15歲以上 
3.級別：1.中一 2.中三 1 2 
4.家庭狀況：1.與父母同住2.只與母親同住3.只與父親同住 1 2 3 4 
4.沒有與父或母同住 
5.兄弟姊妹數目：1.無2.—名3.二至三名4.四名以上 1 2 3 4 
6.父親的敎育程度：1.無受敎育2.小學3.中學4.大專或以上 1 2 3 4 
7.母親的敎育程度：1.無受敎育2.小學3.中學4.大專或以上 1 2 3 4 
8.平均每月的家庭收入： 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.$5000以下 2.$5000-10000 3.$10000-15000 






y f 5 S 對 我 對 我 
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正 確 正 確 正 確 正 確 






. 對 我 對 我 
十 分 有 點 十 分 有 點 
正 確 正 確 正 確 正 i 
1. • • 一些年靑人覺得他們與同年紀的人一不過另一些年靑人不肯定及懷疑自己是否與• • 
樣聰敏 別人一樣聰敏 • 
2. • • 一些年靑人很難結交朋友 不過另一些年靑人很容易結交朋友 • • 
3. • • 一些年靑人在很多的運動項目上都有不過另一些年靑人不覺得蓮動是他們所長 • • 
好的表現 
• • 一些年靑人不滿意自己的外貌 不過另一些年靑人很滿意自己的外貌 • • 
5. • • 一些年靑人經常做他們知道是正確的不過另一些年靑人經常不會做他們知道是正• • 
事情 確的事情 
6. • • —些年靑人經常對自己感到失望 不過另一些年靑人經常對自己感到很滿意 • • 
7. • • 一些年靑人要很慢才能完成學校功課 不過另一些年靑人很快便能把學校功課做好• • 
8. • • 一些年靑人有很多朋友 不過另一些年靑人只有很少朋友 • • 
9. • • 一 些 年 靑 人 認 爲 對 任 何 新 的 體 育 活 不 過 另 一 些 年 靑 人 恐 怕 對 一 項 新 的 體 育 活 • • 
動，他們都能表現良好 動，他們可能表現不好 
10. • • 一些年靑人很不滿意自己現在的體型 不過另一些年靑人很滿意自己的現在體型 • • 
11. • • 一些年靑人經常因爲自己所做的事情不過另一些年靑人通常不會做令自己惹上麻• • 
而惹上麻煩 煩的事 
12. • • 一些年靑人不喜歡自己的生活方式 不過一些年靑人很喜歡自己的生活方式 • • 
13. • • 一些年靑人的功課做得很好 不過另一些年靑人的功課做得很差 • • 
14. • • 一些年靑人很難令人喜歡 不過另一些年靑人眞的很容易令人喜歡 • • 
15. • • 二些年靑人覺得自己在蓮動方面比同不過另一些年靑人覺得自己在運動方面比不• • 
年紀的人較好 上別人 
1G. • • 一些年靑人不太喜歡自己現在的外表 不過另一些年靑人很喜歡自己現在的外表 • • 
17. • • 一些年靑人很滿意自己的行爲 不過另一些年靑人並不滿意自己的行爲 • • 
» 
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對 我 對 我 對 我 對 我 
十 分 有 點 十 分 有 點 
正 確 正 確 正 確 正 確 
18. • • 一些年靑人經常對自己感到滿意 不過另一些年靑人經常對自己感到不滿 • • 
19. • • 一些年靑人在課堂時很難想出答案 不過另一些年靑人在課堂時常常可以想出答• • 
案 . 
20. • • 一些年靑人在同輩中很受歡迎 不過另一些年靑人在同輩中卻不太受歡迎 • • 
21. • • 一些年靑人對新的戶外遊戲玩得並不不過另一些年靑人對新的戶外遊戲很快就能• • 
好 玩得很好 
22. • • 一些年靑人認爲自己的樣子很好看 不過另一些年靑人認爲自己的樣子不太好看 • • 
23. • • 一些年靑人經常會做一些自己明知是不過另一些年靑人絕少會做一些自己明知是• • 
不應做的事情 不應做的事情 
24. • • 一些年靑人喜歡自己的爲人 不過另一些年靑人不太喜歡自己的爲人 • • 
25. • • 一些年靑人覺得自己很聰明 不過另一些年靑人並不覺得自己聰明 • • 
26. • • 一些年靑人覺得自己很容易被別人接不過另一些年靑人覺得自己很難被別人接• • 
受 受 
27. • • 一些年靑人不覺得自己是蓮動型的人 不過另一些年靑人覺得自己是蓮動型的人 • • 
28. • • 一些年靑人很喜歡自己的樣貌 不過另一些年靑人希望自己的樣貌不是現• • 
在的樣子 
20. n • 一些年靑人經常做別人認爲是恰當的不過另一些年靑人很少做別人認爲是恰當• • 
行爲 的行爲 





未 - 有 
試 很 間 時 時 
過 少 中 常 間 
1.當你把一件事情做得很好時’你的父母是否經常給予你獎勵或稱讚？ 1 2 3 4 5 
2.你是否經常依賴你父母的意見及敎導？ 1 2 3 4 5 
3.你的父母是否經常會把你擁抱、親吻’或者拍拍你的膊頭？ 1 2 3 4 5 
4.你和你的父母是否經常享受彼此在一起的時間？ 1 2 3 4 5 
5.你和你的父母是否經常一起作決定？ 1 2 3 4 5 
6.你是否經常與父母談及你未來的計劃？ 1 2 3" 4 5 
7.你是否經常與父母談及你個人的問題？ 1 2 3 4 5 
8.你是否經常知道父母對你的期望？ 3 4 5 
9.當你不順從你的父母或做了一些他們不高興的事情’他們是否經常會掌摑你或打你？ 1 2 3 4 5 
10.當你不順從你的父母或做了一些他們不高興的事情’他們是否經常會削減你的一些特 1 2 3 4 5 
權（例如不給予零用錢、不准看電視）？ 
11.當你不順從你的父母或做了一些他們不高興的事情’他們是否經常會大聲喝你或罵 1 2 3 4 5 
你？ 
12.你的父母是否經常會向你解釋爲甚麼不准你做某些事情？ 1 2 3 4 5 
13.你的父母是否經常會向你提及對你將來的期望？ 3 4 5 
14.你的父母是否經常會告誡你不要再做某些事情？ 1 2 3 4 5 
15.你外出的時候’是否經常會告知父母你的行縱？ 1 2 3 4 5 





r s 5-10 10-15 15 次以 
‘ 有 次 次 次 上 
1.破壞課堂秩序 1 2 3 4 5 
2.在課堂上公然與老師對抗 3 4 5 
3.與同學打架 1 2 3 4 5 
4.考試作弊（出猫） 1 2 3 4 5 
5.看色情刊物或電影 1 2 3 4 5 
6.，動在堂上回答問題，得到老師讚賞 1 2 3 4 5 
7.講粗口 1 2 3 4 5 
8.飮酒 1 2 3 4 5 
9.吸煙 1 2 3 4 5 
10.賭博 1 2 3 4 5 
11.箫助父母料理家中事務 1 2 3 4 5 
12.在交通工具上讓座 1 2 3 4 5 
13.逃學 1 2 3 4 5 
14.未得家長或監護人同意而不在家過夜 1 2 3 4 5 
15.在公眾地方表現粗野或不守規矩以致被人投訴 1 2 3 4 5 
16.在別人的汽車或牆壁上寫字或噴漆 3 4 5 
17.在別人的信箱內取出郵件並打開它 1 2 3 4 5 
18.破壞公物（例如街上的郵筒、垃圾箱等） 1 2 3 4 5 
19.破壞巴士、戲院或其他公共地方的座位 1 2 3 4 5 
20.參與義務工作 1 2 3 4 5 
21.因爲心情不好而故意與一些你不認識的人打架 1 2 3 4 5 
22.利用金屬片或假硬幣使用汽水機、找換機、或郵票機等 1 2 3 4 5 
23.無牌驶電單車或其他汽車 1 2 3 4 5 
24.買你知道是偷來的物件 1 2 3 4 5 
25.從商店內拿走物品而沒有付錢 1 2 3 4 5 
26.打父母或監護人 1 2 3 4 5 
27.趁物主不在或不留意時’拿走物主的銀包或者裡面的財物 1 2 3 4 5 
28.售賣一些你偷來的物件 1 2 3 4 5 
29.舉報罪案 3 4 5 
30.潛入房屋、店鋪、學校或其他建築物內並拿走裡面的財物 1 2 3 4 5 
31.在未得車主同意之下，拿走汽車的貴重部份 1 2 3 4 5 
32.恐嚇別人如果他不給錢就打他 1 2 3 4 5 
33.擺帶攻解性武器企圖用它去打鬥 1 2 3 4 5 
34.打傷別人以致他要看醫生 1 2 3 4 5 
35.因成績或其他方面表現出色而得到獎項 1 2 3 4 5 
36.使用武力去得到金錢 1 2 3 4 5 
37.打老師或其他學校職員 1 2 3 4 5 
38.搶走別人的銀包或手袋 1 2 3 4 5 
39.替黑社會招收會員 1 2 3 4 5 
40.摘帶或販賣違法藥物，例如白粉、忽得 1 2 3 4 5 
41.代表學校出外比賽 1 2 3 4 5 
42.吸食大麻 1 2 3 4 5 
43.服食鎮抑劑，例如巴比通、紅魔鬼、莉莉四十、或忽得（MX)等 1 2 3 4 5 
44.服食鎮定劑’例如屋仔、綠豆仔、十字架、藍精靈、或笑哈哈等 1 2 3 4 5 
45.服食興奮劑，例如可卡因、安菲他明（大力九）、或冰等 1 2 3 4 5 
46.服食迷幻劑，例如迷幻藥、天使塵等 1 2 3 4 5 
47.服食、吸食或注射海洛英（白粉） 1 2 3 4 5 
48.飲咳藥水’但並非用作止咳用途 3 4 5 
* * *全卷完！謝謝你們的合作!*氺* • 
131 
Appendix 2 
The covariance matrix of the final intregated model of the study 
一 MIS MIN SER DRU SC2 SC20 SC26 SC3 SC9 SCI 5 SC27 SC4 SCIO 
MIS .534 
MIN .074 .029 
SER .031 .009 .010 
DRU .009 .003 .001 .004 
SC2 .066 .002 -.001 .001 .749 
SC20 .043 .010 .004 .002 .188 .690 
SC26 .019 .000 .000 -.002 .255 .312 .741 
SC3 .098 .018 .005 -.005 .213 .135 .155 1.056 
SC9 .083 .011 .002 -.005 .183 .132 .139 .387 .839 
SC15 .064 .013 .004 -.003 .112 .115 .148 .445 .384 .838 
SC27 .090 .010 .002 -.001 .179 .084 .131 .453 .311 .412 1.028 
SC4 -.004 -.007 -.002 .000 .085 .092 .113 .150 .090 .103 .069 .695 
SCIO -.017 -.005 -.002 -.002 .049 .102 .054 .108 .118 .133 .114 .230 900 
SCI 6 -.040 -.011 -.004 .003 .123 .132 .170 .053 .104 .092 .100 374 270 
SC22 .000 -.003 -.003 .002 .135 .152 .138 .164 .173 .195 149 297 144 
SC28 .015 -.001 -.004 .003 .158 .152 .117 .100 .098 .128 .133. .317 155 
SC5 -.120 -.020 -.005 .001 -.022 .008 .078 .020 .012 .011 -.100 108 154 
s e n -.140 -.029 -.013 .000 .053 .067 .146 -.084 .006 -.056 .023 134 084 
SC23 -.159 -.028 -.012 -.004 -.007 .004 .086 -.030 .002 -.028 -028 122 140 
SC29 -.084 -.008 -.011 .002 .063 .103 .131 -.045 .052 .048 -048 073 055 
SC6 -.009 -.003 -.004 -.002 .104 .117 .144 .099 .144 .116 .021 .273 214 
SC12 -.065 -.005 -.007 -.003 .086 .114 .161 -.019 .030 -.035 -.008 .099 042 
SC18 -.015 .000 .003 -.003 .081 .143 .108 .053 .057 .086 .036 .127 127 
SC30 -.094 -.023 -.010 .000 .114 .126 .150 .009 .061 .047 .019 .136 .039 
51 -.123 -.028 -.015 -.003 .069 .153 .079 .050 .051 .018 .052 .139 .036 
52 -.146 -.034 -.012 -.010 -.008 .078 .045 -.003 .028 .004 .031 .039 068 
53 -.067 -.020 -.006 -.003 .056 .141 .067 .030 .036 .013 .004 .012 -.006 
54 -.157 -.033 -.016 -.006 .058 .097 .086 .031 .040 -.005 -.007 122 -009 
55 -.134 -.031 -.010 -.004 .036 .077 .112 .050 .053 .018 .030 .107 013 
56 -067 -.014 -.002 .001 .023 .040 .012 .071 .056 .091 .037 .104 .035 
57 -111 -.013 -.005 -.003 -.059 .073 .015 .019 -.002 -.013 .020 050 003 
-.090 -.009 -.003 .000 .055 .027 .053 -.031 .012 -.043 .036 .111 -072 
CI 016 .014 .009 -.002 -.043 -.084 -.035 .004 .042 -.013 .053 -.061 .016 
.079 .015 .014 .000 -.030 -.173 -.081 -.020 -.020 -.044 .031 -039 -092 
C3 .130 .033 .020 .001 .059 -.089 -.014 -.012 .003 .031 .003 -.084 -024 
Ml - 161 -.041 -.017 -.007 -.024 .037 .051 -.050 .019 -.053 -.048 068 -067 




The covariance matrix of the final intregated model of the study (Cont'd) 
一 SCI 6 SC22 SC28 SC5 S C l l SC23 SC29 SC6 SC12 SCI 8 SC30 SI S2 
SCI 6 .715 • 
SC22 .304 .591 
SC28 .328 .396 .733 
SC5 .077 .028 .064 .733 
S C l l .145 .044 .027 .112 .864 
SC23 .150 .027 .058 .280 .299 .896 
SC29 .084 .106 .092 .153 .212 .148 .648 
SC6 .255 .151 .156 .123 .119 .121 .034 .747 
SCI 2 .107 .037 .076 .060 .199 .199 .045 .227 1.074 
SCI 8 .155 .140 .148 .102 .112 .071 .076 .195 .170 .592 
SC30 .212 .171 .181 .104 .230 .162 .155 .201 .316 .274 .934 
51 .139 .089 .155 .100 .123 .034 .017 .123 .229 .214 .237 .968 
52 .062 .026 .054 .061 .086 .087 .056 .068 .099 .088 .137 .351 .725 
53 .080 .011 .015 .058 .042 -.021 .027 .081 .168 .059 .155 .423 271 
54 .127 .008 .144 .119 .152 .058 .029 .097 .227 .106 .280 .451 .344 
55 .107 .074 .119 .153 .123 .078 .079 .094 .192 .111 .193 .456 .323 
56 .034 .033 .127 .140 .063 .086 .005 .103 .147 .091 .180 390 269 
57 .041 .001 .080 .067 .021 .027 .008 .030 .114 .075 .101 .380 247 
58 .084 .070 .134 .033 .075 .011 .015 .065 .179 .046 .074 .360 210 
CI -.062 -.060 -.031 -.046 -.043 -.046 -.053 -.061 -.160 -.106 -.143 - 135 -031 
C2 -.094 -.082 -.012 -.030 -.110 -.026 -.058 -.131 -.199, -.072 -.217 -.120 -.086 
C3 -.054 -.016 -.043 -.100 -.084 -.113 -.111 -.084 -.175 -.095 -.181 -.217 -.097 
Ml .110 .041 .057 .175 .197 .124 .143 .050 .129 .052 .142 .360 234 
M2 .089 .019 .068 .136 .164 .113 .135 .056 .181 .073 .148 .406 .233 
S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 CI C2 C3 M l M2 
53 .932 
54 .385 .894 
55 .300 .483 .901 
56 .278 .349 .452 1.118 
57 .310 .360 .420 .593 .976 
58 .279 .318 .307 .394 .373 1.099 
CI -.072 -.081 -.071 -.127 -.098 -.012 .813 
C2 -.116 -.145 -.134 -.081 -.014 .003 .442 1.095 
C3 -.150 -.207 -.248 -.191 -.212 -.069 .506 .503 .980 
Ml .292 .400 .335 .257 .315 .204 -.020 -.061 -.123 1.105 
M2 .315 .466 .403 .294 .346 .283 -.016 -.084 -.131 .683 1.068 
Note. MIS, MIN, SER, DRU are items in the delinquent behavior construct; SC2, SC20, SC26 are items in the social acceptance 
construct; SC3, SC9, SC15, SC27 are items in the athletic competence construct; SC4, SCIO, SCI6, SC22, SC28 are items in the physical 
appearance construct; SC5, SCl l , SC23, SC29 are items in the behavioral conduct construct; SC6, SCI2，SCI8’ SC30 are items in the 
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